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I. 


Observations on Mr Law's “ Criticism of Mr Ellis’s new 
theory concerning the Route of Hannibal.” 


[Continued from Vol. 11. p. 329.] 


WE now come (pp. 69—75) to Mr Law’s observations on 
Livy’s narrative, and to his strictures on my interpretation of it. 
In pp. 70, 71, the Critic deals with the difficult passage, “cum 
jam Alpes peteret, &c.,” in which he is fortunate enough to find 
no error, but not so fortunate in making out its correctness. 
In his exposition of my own views, I have not discovered any 
likeness to what they really are. The words, “ cum jam Alpes 
peteret,” are commonly construed, he says, ‘““‘when he was now 
standing with his back to the Isére, looking due south, and 
thinking of the Alps. Mr Ellis, evidently apprehending this to 
be their meaning, declares that a turn to the left would take 
Hannibal up the Isére without touching the Tricastini.” I believe 
it is only in Mr Law’s copy of my treatise that the words “up 
the Isére” are to be found. (See Treatise, p. 134.) Had he not 
there met with them, he could not possibly have imagined that, 
when I spoke of a march previously directed towards the north 
being resumed, I could have supposed Hannibal to be looking 
due south when on the point of turning “ad levam.” I trust 
also, for the commentators’ sake, that Mr Law is mistaken about 
this being the usual construction of “cum jam Alpes peteret.” 
The possibility of such a strange interpretation certainly never 
crossed my mind}. 

1 My explanation of the passage, &c.” rests on the supposition of a fact 
‘‘ Sedatis certaminibus Allobrogum, being misplaced in Livy’s narrative.: 
/ VOU. III. March, 1856. 1 


y P 
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In the next page of the Criticism, (p. 72), there is another 
incorrect assertion, which, as it makes its appearance in more 
than one part of the work, ought not perhaps to escape notice. 
“Mr Ellis observes, p. 138, that ‘Livy omits the two days of 
guidance mentioned by Polybius.’ He really seems quite uncon- 
scious that he has cut out those two very days himself in fabri- 
cating his own reckoning of the march.” Such unconsciousness 
will not appear totally without excuse to any one who turns to 
this “fabricated reckoning.” (Treatise, p. 64.) He will there 
_ find this passage: “2. 3. (second and third days) Hannibal pro- 
ceeds on his march under the guidance of the Alpine Gauls.” 
Mr Law’s zeal has carried him here a little too far. 

In p. 74 we have a pair, or even a triad, of erroneous state- 
ments in one sentence. “He (Mr Ellis) screwed Polybius down 
to ‘less than three days’ from summit to plain at the expense 
of contradicting himself as well as the historian: so, when Livy 
makes it a good seven, Mr Ellis thinks it as well to let him alone; 
and does not bring on the subject.” Of the first or double mis- 
statement here I have already disposed, (ante, p. 310). There is 
nothing in my treatise which bears the least resemblance to what 
is here alleged for the third time. There are, on the other hand, 
a number of passages, the whole of those in which the subject is 
touched upon, entirely at variance with Mr Law’s assertion. It is 


We learn from him that, after the pass- 
age of the Rhone, Hannibal proceeded 
up the river, and must consequently 
have turned ‘‘ad levam in Tricastinos.” 
Livy also says that this route by the 
side of the Rhone was adopted ‘‘non 
quia rectior ad Alpes via esset,” an 
expression very nearly equivalent to 
‘cum jam Alpes peteret, non recta 
regione iter instituit.” I do not believe 
that such a deviation from the direct 
route was likely to occur twice, nor is it 
possible that it could have occurred “se- 
datis certaminibus Allobrogum.” The 
supposition of the misplacement of a 
fact, especially in such a historian as 
Livy, will hardly appear improbable when 
it is considered how history is composed. 

This passage in Livy under consi- 
deration, 


‘* Sedatis certaminibus Allobrogum, 
cum jam Alpes peteret, non recta re- 
gione iter instituit, sed ad levam in 
Tricastinos flexit; inde per extremam 
oram Vocontiorum agri tendit in Tri- 
corios.” 

may be compared with the passage in 
Ceesar, 

*‘Compluribus his preliis pulsis, ab 
Ocelo, quod est citerioris provinciw ex- 
tremum, in fines Vocontiorum ulterioris 
provincize die septimo pervenit.”’ 

An inadvertent reader, such as Livy 
seems to have been, might imagine 
from these words of Cesar that the con- 
tests alluded to took place before he 
left Ocelum, and not on the way be- 
tween Ocelum and the Vocontian fron- 
tier. A similar mistake might occur in 
Livy's history. 
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upon these passages, which all agree with one another, that the 
charge of “self-contradiction ” has to be founded. The state- 
ment that I do not bring on the subject of Livy’s seven days is 
characterized by the same amount of accuracy as its companion. 
If any one will look at my treatise (pp. 144—146), he will see 
that I do bring on the subject, and “mediate” between Livy and 
Polybius. In p.144 the subject of Livy’s four days is introduced, 
and in p. 145 that of his three days. These together make up 
the seven days mentioned by Mr Law. Not one of the seven, 
however, was a day of marching. The four were days of road- 
making, and the three were days of rest. It is plain from 
Polybius that the four days should be reduced to three, and 
should include the three days, reduced to two. It was hardly 
worth while to deviate from Polybius here, and adopt a period of 
seven days where he only gives three; especially as Livy, even 
if his seven days be allowed, cannot be induced to abet any 
attempt to make out that there were more than three days of 
actual marching between summit and plain. This is the last of 
Mr Law’s repeated struggles to contravene so evident a fact}. 

In my treatise (p. 146) I said that Hannibal’s descent from 
the Alps into the country of the Taurini was mentioned by Livy 
as a fact universally agreed upon. To this Mr Law, referring to 
Livy’s words, “id cum inter omnes constet,” (xxi, 38), rejoins, 
(p. 75): “but these words, expressing the idea of a general 
assent, are applied to Hannibal’s march against the Taurini, not 
to his entering Italy by a Taurine pass.” Any attempt to affix a 
wrong sense to Livy’s words here must be perfectly hopeless. 
The subject is so plain that even the introduction of the am- 
biguous term, ‘“ Taurine pass,” cannot perplex it. Livy’s words 
are, giving first what the historian L. Cincius Alimentus had 


1 Livy does not give the number of muniendo fessis hominibus dato triduo.” 


days of actual marching, but they may 
be found without difficulty. Hannibal 
gained the summit of the Alps on the 
ninth day: ‘‘Nono die in jugum Alp- 
ium perventum est.” He halted two 


days on the summit: ‘‘ Biduum in jugo - 


stativa habita.” (9, 10 : ten days elapsed.) 
He lost four days at the broken path: 
‘‘Quatriduum circa rupem consump- 
tum.” (11, 12, 13,14.) He afterwards 
gave his men three days of rest : ‘‘ Quies 


(15, 16, 17.) He then descended to the 
plains, ‘‘Inde ad planum descensum,” 
accomplishing the passage of the Alps 
in fifteen days: ‘‘ Quinto decimo die 
Alpibus superatis.”” The time allowed 


‘by Livy for actual marching between 


summit and plain would thus appear to 
be, 15 —17=—2 days. ‘* Mr Ellis found 
this too strong for him, and declined to 
mediate.” 


1—2 
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heard from Hannibal: “ ex ipso autem audisse Hannibale, postquam 
Rhodanum transierit, triginta sex millia hominum ingentemque 
numerum equorum et aliorum jumentorum amisisse, Taurinis, 
que Gallis proxima gens erat, in Italiam degressum. Id cum inter 
omnes constet, eo magis miror ambigi quanam Alpes transierit, et 
vulgo credere Penino (atque inde nomen ei jugo Alpium inditum) 
transgressum, Ccelium per Cremonis jugum dicere transisse; qui 
ambo saltus eum non in Taurinos, sed per Salassos montanos ad 
Libuos Gallos deduxissent.” Here it will be seen that there is 
not a single word about “marching against the Taurini.” What 
Livy understood by the words, “ Taurinis...degressum,” was, 
not that the Taurini were in possession of the pass crossed by 
Hannibal, as Mr Law’s “Taurine pass” might imply; but that 
the Alpine route of Hannibal brought him out into that part of 
the Italian plain which was occupied by the Taurini. This is 
necessarily inferred from the expressions, “ que Gallis proxima 
gens erat,” “in Italiam,” and “degressum,” (i.e. “ Alpibus;” as 
we have “degressus Apennino,” cap. 59)!. “ Degredi Taurinis” 
cannot signify “to march against the Taurini.” Even Mr Ellis, 
“to whom a better study of the meaning of words is to be 
especially recommended,” is aware of this. Besides, the words 
“qui ambo saltus...deduxissent,” could leave no doubt as to 
what Livy meant by td in “id cum inter omnes constet.” Mr Law's 
assertion that the march against the Taurini, or rather against 
Turin, mentioned by Livy in cap. 39, was alluded to by him 
under the word id in this expression, which occurs in cap. 38, 
has consequently no chance of obtaining credence. The Critic 
is, however, I am bound to avow, not entirely wrong upon this 
subject. The following decision which he pronounces cannot fail 
to command universal acquiescence. ‘ There never was a less 
excusable error than that which perverts the meaning of ‘id 
quum inter omnes constet?.’” 


1 See also above (cap. 38), ‘‘ quante 
copize transgresso in Italiam Hannibali 


of nearly two thousand years before 
the meaning of Polybius could be so 


fuerint, &c.” 

3 I need scarcely point out Mr Law's 
misapplication of the words, ‘‘eo magis 
miror ambigi quanam Alpes transierit.” 
They do not imply that the descent into 
the Taurine country was then doubted 
by any one. Indeed, it required a lapse 


strangely missed as tv lead to a different 
supposition. Livy’s argument cannot 
possibly be mistaken. It is this. As there 
was no doubt as to what part of Italy 
Hannibal descended into, Livy wondered 
that there should be any as to what 
part of the Alpine chain he traversed, 


On Mr Law's Criticism of Hannibal's Route. 5 


From the next chapter of my treatise, the chapter in which 
I shewed the futility of the objections brought against the Mont 
Cenis, Mr Law, with unusual forbearance, selects but a single 
subject for attack. He says, (p. 76), “ There is one matter in 
the Oxford Dissertation which Mr Ellis resists; namely, the 
contrast there made between the fertility of the Isére valley, and 
the sterility of the Arc valley. He replies, p. 156, that it is 
merely a question of statistics; and proceeds to compare the 
population, per square kilométre, of the provinces in which the 
one” (i.e. the Isére valley) “lies, with the population, per square 
kilométre, of the provinces in which the other” (i.e. the Arc 
valley) “lies.” This is rather dexterously turned. I compared 
the density of population in the provinces of Maurienne and 
Susa with that in the provinces of Tarentaise and Aosta; not 
the density of population in the provinces in which the Isére 
valley lies, (I spoke but of one), with that in the provinces in 
which the Arc valley lies, (there is but one). Mr Law will hardly 
persuade men that the province of Susa is watered by the Arc, | 
or that of Aosta by the Isére. But his object was, to get rid 
on one side of the fertile and populous Combe of Susa, and to 
introduce on the other the equally fortunate Combe of Savoy, 
the valley which extends from Montmélian to L’Hépital, but’ 
forms no part of the Tarentaise, a very different country in all 
respects. Nor has Mr Law, in limiting the question to one of 
comparative fertility, stated the case at all correctly. The 
Oxford author rightly supposes population and fertility to go 
together, instead of being distinct questions, as Mr Law would 
make them out to be. The former writer says, in the passage 
which I quoted, that “the country must have been well culti- 
vated, and consequently full of inhabitants; ” and also, in another 
part of his work, that “the Tarentaise is a very populous 
country.” How would Mr Law expect me to meet this error, 
except by shewing that the Tarentaise is not a populous country ? 


Mons, or “ Alpis Graia” (Little St 
Bernard). If this were the ‘‘Cremonis 
jugum” of Ccelius, he was undoubtedly 
in error. Yet it must be remembered 
that in the time of Coslius there were no 


and that it should have been supposed 
that he crossed the Pennine Alp or the 
“‘Cremonis jugum.” That Livy should 
have wondered at such opinions was not 
unnatural. Yet he might have the same 


cause for wonder now. 
The ‘‘Cremonis jugum” of Livy 
seems to be identical with the Graius 


“‘Alpes Cottiz.” The Mont Genevre and 
Mont Cenis would probably have been 
then included among the Graian Alps. 
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Had the writer, with critical prudence, confined himself to being 
“ quite astonished at the richness of the Isére valley from Mont- 
mélian to St Maurice,” (Savoie Propre, Haute Savoie, Tarentaise,) 
or taken refuge in any vague generalities whatever, it would have 
been unnecessary to enter into the question at all. This, however, 
he did not do, but very justly made it a matter of statistics, and 
as such I dealt with it. I also shewed that the province of Aosta 
was still more thinly populated than the Tarentaise. 

But Mr Law has another hope of escape. He says that I 
avoid a comparison of valleys, but measure against one another 
mountainous extents. Now I had no means of comparing the 
respective densities of population in the valleys, except by com- 
paring together the respective densities of population in the 
provinces. This mode of comparison may not be minutely 
accurate for the valleys; but it will be sufficiently so, and is at 
the same time the only mode possible. It must also be remem- 
bered that the four provinces I compared are all similarly 
circumstanced. The province of Maurienne consists, almost 
entirely, of the valley of the Arc with its lateral valleys; the 
province of Tarentaise of the Upper Val Isére with its lateral 
valleys; and the provinces of Aosta and Susa of the valleys of 
the Dora Baltea and the Dora Susina and their respective 
lateral valleys. Unless the main valleys of the Arc and the Dora 
Susina were really more densely populated than the valley of the 
Dora Baltea and the Upper Val Isére, I doubt whether the pro- 
vinces of Maurienne and Susa could have, in density of popula- 
tion, the great superiority they possess over the provinces of 
Tarentaise and Aosta. | 

The question really depends on the population of these four 
provinces, The province of Haute Savoie, which Mr Law seems — 
to wish to have included, does not enter into the account. For, 
as the passage of the Alps by the Mont Cenis is 30 miles shorter 
than the passage by the Little St Bernard, (the distance from 
the commencement of the Maurienne to that of the Italian 
plains at Avigliana, being no greater than the distance between 
the commencement of the Tarentaise and that of the plains at 
Ivrea), the whole length of way through the province of Haute 
Savoie, two days of Alpine travelling according to Hannibal’s 
rate of marching, would be entirely spared by the route of the 
Mont Cenis. The province of Savoie Propre, (which would be 
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replaced, according to my views of the approach to the Alps, 
by the Graisivaudan), being common to both passes, has no 
effect upon the comparison. 

I thus believe, chiefly on account of the greater shortness of 
the Alpine route by the Mont Cenis, that the Carthaginian army, 
if entirely dependent for provisions (as it was not) on the country 
through which it passed, would have suffered least from dearth 
by taking the route of the Mont Cenis in preference to that of 
the Little St Bernard. Yet I claim no advantage for the Mont 
Cenis on this ground. The argument built upon it I believe to 
be of no value whatever. At the same time, as others may 
think differently, I have endeavoured to overthrow this objection 
against the Mont Cenis; an objection that, in my own opinion, 
is, like another which has been much dwelt on, that derived from 
the alleged absence of all tradition, at once unfounded and 
irrelevant !, 

The last forty pages of Mr Law’s Criticism are devoted to an 
attack on my arguments for the antiquity of the pass of the 
Mont Cenis. This pass is first mentioned by its modern name in 
the year 755. Going back therefore from this date, I endea- 
voured to trace the records of the existence of such a pass up to 
the time of Polybius, shewing finally that it must have been the 
imépBacis 8a Tavpivey, which, according to Strabo, was mentioned 
by Polybius as the pass which Hannibal crossed. I first went 
back nearly two centuries to the reign of Gontran of Burgundy, 
citing a passage from the Appendix to the Works of Gregory of 
Tours to prove that Susa was then included in the diocese of 
Maurienne, Being fully aware that the sense of this passage 
could not possibly be mistaken, I must confess that I was rather 


1 See Chateaubriand, Voyage en 
Italie. All such traditions are doubtless 
of modern date. If preserved in the 
country through the dark ages, they 
would hardly have the sober and accu- 
rate form under which they present 
themselves. There is, however, in the 
Chronicle of La Novaltse, lib. 11. (Pertz, 
Monumenta Germania) a story about 
the ‘“‘ Mons Romuleus” (Roche Melon), 
and a ‘Romulus quidam rex elefantio- 
sissimus,”’ which, as it is remarkably ex- 
travagant, and contains nothing about 


Hannibal, may not impossibly be a ge- 
nuine tradition, and have derived its 
origin from the fact of his encampment 
on the Mont Cenis. 

2 The ‘‘ Annales Laurissenses minor- 
es,” A.D.755 (?)‘‘Annales Mettenses,” 751, 
754, 755, and the ‘‘ Enhardi Fuldensis 
Annales,” 753 (?) all preserved in Pertz, 
Monumenta Germania, will shew that 
the pass was well known in the middle 
of the eighth century, and was not then 
first opened by Pepin. 
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surprised, although I had now reached the 79th page of the 
Criticism, to find my credit impugned on this point. Here Mr Law 
says: “The passage which he cites from G. of Tours is headed 
‘Auctoritas quod ex antiquo Morinensis ecclesia Viennensi Me- 
tropoli subdita fuit ;? and in it we read ‘Guntramnus rex legatos 
suos Moriennam direxit, qui ecclesiam inibi fabricarent, eamque 
perfectam episcopo Viennensi, ad cujus dicecesin pertinebat locus, 
sancto Isychio sacrare preecepit.’” Mr Law then adds: “ Nothing 
is cited about Susa or Turin.” Whatever merit this assertion 
may claim, that of accuracy must be denied it. The passage 
which Mr Law partially quotes was not adduced as containing 
anything about Turin: but I will leave it to be judged whether 
the following words in it do not bear out my statement with 
respect to Susa, although, according to Mr Law, they contain no 
mention at all of the name of such a place. 

‘¢Ad quam ecclesiam Morigennensem, ubi beati Johannis reli- 
quias posuerat, Secusiam civitatem jamdudum ab Italis acceptam 
cum omnibus pagensibus ipsius loci subjectam fecit.” (Treatise, 
- p. 176, Note.) 

Previous to the erection, or re-erection, of the bishopric of 
Maurienne, that district had been included in the diocese of 
Turin. The passage which proves this I did not think it neces- 
sary to quote, but merely referred to it. Mr Law seems to have 
been unwilling, by verifying the reference, to incur any danger 
of seeing what he was not inclined to admit. I will therefore 
now quote the important part of the passage referred to, 
which relates to a proposed transfer, by the bishop of Turin, 
of the relics just mentioned, from the Maurienne to that city. 
These words are: 

“Et quia locus ille Mauriennensis ad Taurinensem quondam 
urbem pertinebat, tempore illo quo Rufus erat episcopus, ait 
Archidiaconus ejus ad eum: Non est sequum, ut hoc pignus in 
loco viliore teneatur. Sed surge, et illud accipe, et defer ad 
Taurinensem ecclesiam, que plus popularis habetur.” 

The next witness, whom I brought forward in support of the 
antiquity of the pass of the Mont Cenis, was Ammianus Marcel- 
linus, who speaks of a certain terrible and dangerous descent into 
Italy, apparently placed by him somewhere in the long defile of 
Exilles, which separates the plain of Susa from the plain of Sal- 
bertrand and Oulx. As no descent at all corresponding to the 
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description of the historian is to be found where he probably 
supposed it to have been, I concluded that he might, from some 
cause, have been led into error as to the situation of this de- 
clivity, while I took it for granted that such a pass must have 
existed in the neighbourhood. I consequently endeavoured to 
elicit from his words the origin and nature of such an error, and 
was led to the conclusion that the descent from the Mont Cenis, 
which perfectly answers the description given, must have been 
the descent spoken of. Mr Law canvasses this question (pp. 79— 
86). The unstable ground on which he rests his objections will, 
I think, be detected without much difficulty, though he has con- 
fused the subject a great deal. He seems to take for granted 
that this fearful descent may be found in the defile of Exilles, 
where Ammianus Marcellinus appears to place it. I, who have 
examined the ground, know that it is not there, and therefore 
conclude that it must be sought elsewhere; a supposition that 
must be considered preferable to the assumption, which I must 
otherwise have made, that the whole circumstantial description, 
one given by a remarkably trustworthy writer, was little else 
than a tissue of pure inventions’. 

My next evidence for the antiquity of the pass of the Mont 
Cenis was derived from the Peutingerian Table. There are indi- 
cated in this Table two roads branching off from the road 
' between Turin and Arles by the Mont Genévre on the summit of 
that pass. One of these roads is made to arrive at Luc after a 
course of 46 miles, the other to reach Vienne after a course of 


1 There are several minor objections 
made here by Mr Law; such as, 
‘*from Salbertrand ” (what has Salber- 


nine English miles, while the straight 
distance to the Col de la Roue exceeds 
twelve. The path to the Col de I 


trand to do with the matter?) ‘‘to the 
summit of the Cenis must be twelve or 
thirteen miles across country as the 
crow flies ” (p. 82); “why not as well 
to the Col de la Roue, which either for 
man or crow is nearer to Salbertrand” 
(Salbertrand again ! ) ‘‘ than the Cenis?” 
(p. 83). These objections, at once tri- 
fling and irrelevant, have not even the 
merit of being correct. According to 
the maps published from the Sardinian 
Government surveys, the straight dis- 
tance from Salbertrand to the Col of the 
Little Mont Cenis is not more than 


Roue leaves the valley of the Dora at 
Oulx, the upper limit of the ‘‘planities” 
of Ammianus. That pass has therefore 
not the remotest connexion with the 
argument. Mr Law also objects, p. 84, 
to what he calls the “‘ bracketing” of 
the Great and Little Mont Cenis. As 
these passes have the same descent into 
Italy, and the object is to identify s 
descent ‘‘e Galliis,” it is plain that they 
must be “bracketed” together, and 
that the Little Mont Cenis must not be 
joined with the passes Mr Law sug- 
geste. 
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85 miles. Both these routes are, as given in the Table, impossi- 
bilities; the author’s mind was evidently under the influence of 
erroneous conception or imperfect knowledge. This led me to 
examine where the radical error lay, and to make the corrections 
which appeared requisite. (Treatise, pp. 167—177.) The con- 
clusions at which I arrived were: that the first road laid down in 
the Table was the road from Gap to Luc by the Mons Gaura, 
the same line of road to which the stations subsequent to Luc 
plainly belong; and that the second road laid down in the Table 
was the road from Susa to Mantala by the Little Mont Cenis. 
Such a supposition is, in default of argument, denounced by Mr 
Law with his usual eloquence. I cannot, however, pause to enter 
into any speculations about the “ blundering map-maker,” whose 
aberrations were to be referred to “ drunkenness or sleepiness,” 
but will pass at once to the Critic’s own imperative statement 
as to these roads (p. 88). 

“We then perceive three lines: one the same as in the Iti- 
neraries, tending south-west to Embrun, Sisteron, and Arles: one 
to the north-west, necessarily understood as the way through 
Monestier, Bourg d’Oysans, Vizille, and Grenoble, to Vienne: and 
an intermediate one, which can only be by Val Louise, Entraigues, 
and Val Godemar to the Drac, and afterwards by Luc, &c. to 
Valence.” 

Mr Law had previously said, that the track of the chart must 
be apprehended as single to Briangon. There is no such neces- 
sity in the case; nor do Mr Law’s two roads both branch off 
from the road to Arles, as he would leave it to be inferred, at 
Briangon. One branches off at Briangon, about five English miles 
below the point of divergence of the three roads in the Table; 
and the other at La Bessée, fifteen English miles below the same 
point. There is, and can be, no route striking off from Briangon 
intermediate to the roads leading to Monétier and Embrun. 
But, to waive this objection, and also to overlook the fact, that 
the forty-six miles of the Table must be increased to at least one 
hundred, who will possibly believe that this intermediate road 
ever followed the line indicated by Mr Law? Even he declines 
mentioning the course it took over the mountains between the 
Drac and Luc. Nothing consequently is left to except against, 
but the road by the Val Louise and the Val Godemar. Yet even 
this is more than sufficient. For the pass between these two 
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valleys, which is called the Col de Celar, a pass above 10,000 
feet in elevation, is difficult and dangerous in a very high 
degree. Any one who wishes to know its character may consult 
Prof. Forbes’ “ Norway, with Excursions in the Alps,” which I 
think will leave no doubt in his mind about the gross absurdity 
of supposing that this pass was ever traversed by a Roman road, 
or was even practicable in those times. However, to do Mr Law 
justice, he does not believe in the existence of such a road him- 
self. In a note on the very passage which I have cited above, 
he says: “I do not believe that there was such a road to be 
recorded. But the author must have heard that the line had on 
some occasion been pursued.” I am again obliged to acknow- 
ledge my incapacity of perceiving what is laid down as an im- 
perative necessity. How came stations to be named, and dis- 
tances to be given, where there was no road? How came such 
a line to be pursued, if there was no road to follow? How, if 
the Col de Celar was impassable, did the report of its having 
been crossed come to be heard? Finally, what reason have we 
to suppose that the author had the slightest knowledge of the 
Val Louise, Col de Celar, Val Godemar, &c.? Mr Law speaks of 
‘“‘ the line,” as if it was defined in the Table by some geographical 
features, such as rivers or mountains; whereas, with the excep- 
tion of the distances, which are utterly disregarded, and of the 
names of tlie stations, of which nothing is said, the Table pre- 
sents no more than a line drawn from the summit of the Genévre 
to Luc, and thence to Valence. 

Surely nothing can be plainer than that this road, which must 
have existed somewhere, is drawn in the wrong place. Nor does 
it appear possible that it can be meant for any other line of way 
than the well-known road between Gap and Luc, which would 
otherwise-be deficient in the map'. Mr Law’s explanation (if it 
be meant for an explanation) of this deficiency is not profound 
(p. 90). “The framer of the Chart has certainly omitted to 
draw a line from Gap to Luc, being a line which already existed.” 
Why this line of road, if it existed, should not have been drawn, 
I cannot imagine. I should have thought that was the very 


1 The irregular position of the fig- usual, after the name of the station, but 
ures (XIIII.) attached to ‘“‘Gerainas” directly beneath it; not between “ Gerai- 
ought not to be overlooked. It will be nas” and ‘‘In Alpe Cottia,” but between 
observed that they are not placed, as ‘‘ Gerainas” and. “ Vapincum.” 
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reason why it should have been drawn. That the names of the 
stations, “ Gerainas,” and “ Geminas,” are not found in the Itine- 
raries, although a difficulty, hardly deserves the stress Mr Law 
lays upon it. There are other names which appear only in the 
Peutingerian Table’. 

I must now consider the second of the Peutingerian routes, 
the one which Mr Law says must necessarily be understood to 
be the route of the Lautaret, leading from Briangon to Grenoble 
and Vienne, but which I supposed to be the route of the Little 
Mont Cenis, leading to Maltaverne, and thence to Vienne*. Now 
as, from what has been previously said in reference to the road 
to Luc, it must be quite certain that there is an error in the Table 
with respect to the point where that road is made to diverge 
from the road to Arles, it cannot consequently be taken for 
granted, as Mr Law would wish, that the second route, that to 
Vienne, branches off at Briancgon. But indeed it is not so drawn 
in the Table. It is there marked plainly as striking off from the 
summit of the main chain of the Alps, and may therefore, as that 
point of divergence must be erroneous, have branched off from 
the Genévre road either on the east or west side of that pass. 
Which of the two roads, the Little Mont Cenis or the Lautaret, 
was the road laid down in the Peutingerian Table, must be 
determined by the names of the stations and the distances be- 
tween them. I will now therefore proceed to the consideration 
of the itinerary of the Lautaret given by Mr Law, who adopts 
the sites which were fixed upon for the Roman stations by the 


1 If we suppose the Peutingerian 
road to Luc to have started from Gap, 
we should find that the station Geraine 
or Gerainas, fourteen miles from Gap, 
might be identified with the modern 
Veyne or Veynes, which lies about six- 
teen miles from Gap, and which has 
also been identified with the Davianwn 
of the Jerusalem Itinerary. The discre- 
pancy between Gerainas and Davianum 
may possibly be due to inaccuracy of 
transcription. The Gemine or Geminas 
of the Table, eighteen miles from Luc, 
would nearly coincide with the Cam- 
bonum of the same Itinerary, seventeen 
miles from Luc. The two names are 
not entirely without resemblance. The 


orthography of the Peutingerian Table 
cannot always be implicitly trusted, and 
that of the Jerusalem Itinerary is some- 
times capable of amendment. 

* T pass over here a good deal about 
‘*a match,” ‘‘Mr Ellis, as steward of 
the race,” ‘running into the Edgware- 
road,” ‘‘a steeple-chase,” ‘ Little Ce- 
nis is ordered to run to Maltaverne,” 
‘shifting the winning-post,” and a 
quantity of the same kind of writing, 
which is spread over about three pages 
(92—95). Upon these I deem it need- 
less to offer any observations, as they 
contain nothing remarkable for weight, 
with the exception of the efforts at 
humour. 
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great geographer whom he calls “the honest and laborious 
D’Anville ;” a good bat not imfallible authority, and one that, 
as we shall soon see, Mr Law follows exactly as far as it suits 
his purpose, but no farther. It must be acknowledged, how- 
ever, that though the nature of Mr Law's theories may some- 
times oblige him to abandon D’Anville when the geographer 
is right, yet he more than atones for the defection by the 
inflexible constancy with which he adheres to him whenever he 
is wrong}, . 

Before, however, proceeding to Mr Law's itinerary, I must 
determine the actual distances between his stations. These 
Mr Law ought to have given himself, though perhaps he may be 
excused for not venturing to put them by the side of the Peutin- 
gerian distances. In the case of the Little Mont Cenis, Mr Law 
has been equally averse from giving the Peutingerian distances, 
being probably aware that the same comparison, which the Lau- 
taret cannot for a moment sustain, is almost conclusive in favour 
of the Little Mont Cenis. 

The distances between Briancon and Grenoble are, as given 
in the map called “La France en kilométres:” La Salle, 10 
kilométres; Le Lauzet, 11; La Grave, 17; Buurg d’Oysans, 31; 
Gavet, 16; Vizille, 14; Grenoble, 18. Total, 117 kilométres = 
79. Roman miles. The distance from Briancgon to Monétier is, 
as Mr Law says, about 8 miles. This will leave about 15 miles 
for the distance between Monétier and Villard d’Aréne, which is 
nearly 3 miles above La Grave. Mizouin does not lie on the 
modern road, but would be nearly two thirds of the way between 
Villard d’Aréne and Bourg d’Oysans. Its distance from Villard 
d’Aréne may thus be taken at 15 miles, which will leave 8 for 
the distance between Mizouin and Bourg d'Oysans. From Bourg 
d’Oysans to Grenoble the distance is 48 kilométres = 33 miles. 
The distance between Grenoble and Moirans would be about 15 
miles. The straight distance is 14 miles. The remaining two 


1 Thus Mr Law differs from D’An- 
ville as to the position of the Uceni and 
Medulli, but holds with him pretty 
nearly as to the position of the Tricorii. 
Yet the Tricorii, whose position D’An- 
ville makes dependent on the determina- 
tion of Hannibal’s route, are placed by 


him too much to the south, because he 
supposed Hannibal to have crossed the 
Mont Genévre. Strabo places the Tri- 
corii between the Vocontii and the Me- 
dulli, 3.e. between the confluence of the 
Drac and Istre, and the Lower Mauri- 


enne, 
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distances between Moirans and Vienne are slightly underrated. 
The straight distances between Moirans and Ornacieux, and Orna- 
cieux and Vienne, are respectively 20 and 21 miles. The actual 
distances would not be less than 21 and 22 miles. 

Mr Law’s itinerary consequently stands thus, it being taken 
for granted that the route begins at Briangon. 








PEUTINGERIAN STATIONS. SUPPOSED SITES. PEUT. DI8T6. ACTUAL DISTANCES, 
Brigantione . . | Briangon. 
Stabatione . . {| Monétier, or Monestier . . VITl. VIII. 
Durotinco. . . | Villard d’Aréne, or d’Arénes VII. xv. 
Mellosedo. . .{ Mizouin . . X. XV. 
Catorissium . . | Bourg d’ Oysans . oti oe, V. VIII. 
Culabone. . . | Grenoble ou) be “a eet “A XII. XXXITT. 
Morginno . .| Moirans . . ae XIV. XV. 
Turecionico . . {| Ornacieux. ..... . XIV. XXI. 
Vigenna . . .j| Vienne. ...... =. XV. XXII. 


Total . | LXXXV. | CXXXVII. 


‘The numerous and irremediable discrepancies of distance 
seem quite sufficient to shew the worse than doubtful character 
of this itinerary. One or two observations on it may, however, 
be advisable. One of the Peutingerian stations is called Catoris- 
sium, a word which, as I noticed in my treatise, is plainly the 
genitive of Catorisses, the name of a tribe, probably the same as 
the Catoriges or Caturiges, through whose country the road 
passed. This station is identified with Bourg d’Oysans: the 
Peutingerian measurements would make it fall in the Pays 
d’Oysans, though not at the Bourg. The country of the Uceni 
is thus found to be occupied by the Catorisses. Mr Law in his 
text observes a discreet. silence upon this circumstance. He 
has, however, in his map, adopted what may have appeared to 
be the best expedient in such an emergency—the banishment of 
the Uceni from the Pays d’Oysans. Not all the exertions of the 
“honest and laborious D’Anville” have been able to save them 
from expatriation. The Caturiges also are placed above Embrun 

~“ instead of ven so as to bring them nearer to the Pays 
d’Oysans. 

Of all these sites of stations given by D’Anville, “which 
seem,” says Mr Law, (p. 100), ‘“‘to have about the requisite 
distances from one another,” the average error in each case 
only amounting to sixty per cent, none, he confesses, “can be 
peremptorily asserted” to be correctly assigned, but Cularo; and 
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perhaps Moirans. I will therefore simply state the case for 
Grenoble, (Cularo), as it is on its supposed identity with the 
‘‘Culabo” of the Table that the argument for the Lautaret 
almost entirely rests. 

There is, then, in the Peutingerian Table, a station called 
Culabo, which, if it be taken for granted that the road on 
which it is found started from Briancon and terminated at 
Vienne, was situated at a distance of 42 miles from Briancon, 


and 43 miles from Vienne. 


Grenoble was anciently called Cularo, and not Culabo, and 
is 79 miles from Briancon, and 58 miles from Vienne}. 

That the identity of Culabo and Grenoble should be 
“peremptorily asserted” by Mr Law does not give a very high 


idea of his critical discernment. 


but impossible’. 


Such identity is obviously all 


I now come to the route of Csesar, whom | concluded to 
have crossed the Little Mont Cenis to St Jean de Maurienne, 


1 If also, as Mr Law seems to sup- 
pose, the Peutingerian Table dates 
from the time of Theodosius, Grenoble 
ought to appear rather under the name 
of Gratianopolis than under that of Cu- 
laro. The earliest notice of Grenoble is 
at the Council of Aquileia, where there 
was a ‘‘ Domninus Episcopus Gratiano- 
politanus.” This council was held a.p. 
381, within three years from the date of 
Theodosius’ association to the empire. 

2 T have, however, no doubt that the 
names ‘‘Cularo” and “‘ Culabo,” though 
applied to different places, are merely 
varying forms of the same Celtic word ; 
a word represented by the modern 
Gaelic ‘‘Culaobh,” and the Low- Latin 
* Culata ” (‘‘rei alicujus pars extrema,” 
Ducange). Both Cularo and Culabo 
would have been frontier stations, ‘‘ Ad 
fines.” This identity of meaning, in the 
case of ‘‘ Culabo” and ‘‘Ad Fines,” will 
explain the intrusion of the word “Fines,” 
in the writings of the Geographer of 
Ravenna, between two corrupt forms of 
the Peutingerian stations, ‘‘ Catoris- 
sium” and “Culabone.” But perhaps 
Mr Law would prefer that this ‘‘ Fines” 


should be taken for the station, which 
D’Anville supposed to be omitted here 
in the Peutingerian Table. In the pass- 
age to which I refer we find, among 
other names of towns, (the Geographer 
entertaining no objection to oblique 
cases instead of nominatives),—‘‘ Sana- 
tione, Durotingo, Metrozelon, Cantou- 
risa, Fines, Curarone, Maurogena,—.” 
It is plain that these names, ‘ Fines” 
excepted, are corrupt forms of those of 
the Peutingerian stations, ‘‘ Stabatione, 
Durotinco, Mellosedo, Catorissium, Cu- 
labone, Morginno.” The author, it will 
be observed, writes ‘“‘ Curarone ” instead 
of ‘“‘Culabone,” and ‘‘ Maurogena” in- 
stead of “ Morginno ;” the one approach- 
ing to “‘Cularone,” and the other to 
‘‘Maurigenna.” No stress, howevery 
can be laid on forms of names given by 
so barbarous a writer, the climax of 
whose corruptions is the conversion of 
the ‘‘ Alpis Cottia” into the “ civitas ” 
called ‘‘Alcacothin.” Sometimes the 
name of a town seems to be given twice. 
Thus, the ‘‘ Dea Vocontiorum”’ probably 
appears in the list both as “‘ Boccombri” 
and ‘ Bococilon.” 
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and the Col de la Coche to Grenoble; another opinion from 
which Mr Law feels himself obliged to withhold his approval. 
According to him, Ceesar started from the frontiers of Cisalpine 
Gaul at Usseau in the valley of Fenestrelles, and must conse- 
quently have entered the Alps at Pignerol. From Usseau he 
would have crossed the Col de Sestriéres to Cesanne; his sub- 
sequent course, according to Mr Law, (p. 102), seeming to lie 
over the Genévre through Briangon to Gap and Grenoble. This 
appears rather a singular route to be described by the words, 
‘qua proximum iter in ulteriorem Galliam per Alpes erat,” 
though it would be a most excellent one, disregarding all other 
objections against it, if “proximum iter” meant “the longest 
way; for a more circuitous route it would be impossible to 
find. But I must now notice Mr Law’s objections to my own 
views. 

His first exceptions are taken against the supposed positions 
which I assigned to the Cottian Caturiges and to the Garoceli. 
He asks (p. 102) why the Caturiges of the Durance could not 
be those of the Cottian league. It should be a sufficient answer 
to say that the district of Chorges (Caturiges) is excluded from 
the Cottian territory by Strabo, who fixes upon Embrun as the 
frontier between the Vocontian and Cottian districts. In the 
Jerusalem Itinerary we find also, relative to Embrun, the words: 
“Inde incipiunt Alpes Cottis,” i.e. (most probably) “ here begins 
the province of the Alpes Cottis,” the old Cottian land. Be- 
sides, it is well known that Embrun was the chief town in the 
province of the Maritime Alps. My argument in proof of there 
having been a people called Caturiges in the Upper Maurienne, 
an argument which is exceedingly simple, may be found in my 
treatise, (pp. 165—167). Mr Law hardly touches upon it. He 
also, without the shadow of a reason, fixes the Caturiges of the 
Durance in the valley above Embrun, instead of below. They 
are wanted there for his theory. a 

That the Garoceli lived in the Lower Maurienne is also denied 
by Mr Law’, (p. 103). This question is, however, clear enough. 
It appears that the cathedral church of St Jean de Maurienne is 
spoken of in ancient documents as the church of Sanctus Joannes 
Garocellius. The church of Sanctus Joannes Garocellius and 


1 In my quotation from Blaev there legimus” for ‘‘ appellari legimus.” The 
was an evident misprint of ‘‘appellatur Critic does not forego this advantage. 
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the church of Sanctus Joannes Mauriennensis were thus one and 
the same thing. From this it seems to follow imevitably that, as 
the St John, after whom this church was named, was the Baptist, 
to whom personally the title of Garocellius could not possibly 
be applied, (the bishop of Maurienne is sometimes called “ epji- 
scopus Sancti Joannis Baptiste.” Bouquet, ul. p. 466), therefore 
the word Garocellius must indicate the place where the church 
stood, or St Jean de Maurienne must have been in the Garocel- 
lian country!. This argument Mr Law attempts to invalidate by 
an extraordinary supposition, which, however, he hardly seems to 
put forward as his own. Yet no one else, I believe, has the slight- 
est claim to share the merit of it, or is likely to advance any 
pretensions to such an honour. The Critic’s words are (p. 103): 

‘“‘ Now, supposing that some Sanctus Johannes Garocellius 
was once the Christian Bishop of Maurienne, how does that 
indicate the position of Ceesar’s Garoceli? We are not even 
told why he was called Garocellius, &.” 

Such a demand, I am ready to grant, would be perfectly un- 
answerable. I confess at once my inability to tell Mr Law why 
this supposed bishop, or any other personage that never existed, 
should have been called Garocellius. 

Mr Law then proceeds to object to my conclusion that the 
Medulli and Garoceli were probably the same people. I can 
hardly pause to notice the eccentric position which Mr Law 
assigns to the Medulli, the neighbours of the Tricorii and the 
’ Allobroges. I must therefore content myself with a protest, in 
the name of the Medulli, not only against their expulsion 
from the Lower Maurienne, which Mr Law in his map leaves 
destitute of all inhabitants, but also against their transportation 
_ to the Arctic regions at the extremity of the Maurienne, amid 
“the sea of glaciers which extends from the Levanna to the 
Roche Melon.” Surely Mr Law might have interpreted more 
mercifully the words, oimep ras tynAordras ¢xovor xopupdas. But, to 
return to the subject of the Garoceli, it is not difficult to see 
why they should be identified with the Medulli. We have, in Pliny 
and on the arch of Susa, very complete lists of the Alpine tribes. 
In these lists the name of the Garoceli never appears. They 


1 It iscommon, when several church- same person, to attach the name of the 
es in different places are dedicated to the _ locality to the name af the person, 
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would therefore probably be identical with another tribe which 
we find must also be placed in the Garocellian country, the Lower 
Maurienne; i. e. they must be identical with the Medulli!. But 
this subject I have canvassed in my treatise, and need not now 
return to it. 

Mr Law, it is evident, is fully sensible how much the argu. 
ment, drawn from the position of the tribes who opposed Ceesar, 
is in favour of the Mont Cenis; for we find him (p. 104) reduced 
to the assertion that Ceesar’s march need not have been made 
through the territories of any one of the tribes who attempted 
to obstruct his progress; and also driven to make some supposi- 
tions about a “great mountain chief” and a “league,” which 
I shall not attempt to controvert. If any one can believe that 
this potentate, who with his league had escaped the knowledge 
of Ceesar, stationed tribes over which his sovereignty did not 
extend, to defend a district which none of them inhabited; if 
this can obtain credence without a reason, all argumentative 
remedies must be ineffectual. I will therefore allow Mr Law to 
dismiss in this satisfactory manner the question of the tribes, 
and will pass on to examine the new ground on which he 
attempts to make a stand for his own route. 

In p. 105 he endeavours to shew that the Ocelum, from 
, which Ceesar started, was at Usseau in the valley of Fenestrelles, 
and that Ceesar consequently could not have crossed the Mont 


1 St Jean de Maurienne, the town 
of the Garoceli, appears to have been 
certainly in the Cottian land. In Bou- 
quet, Historiens de la France, (111. 466), 
there is found in an extract from the 
life of St Tygria, relating to the grants 
of Gontran to the church of Maurienne, 
& passage which seems to intimate this 
fact ; and also, perhaps, that the valley 
which we now call the Maurienne, was 
once known as the “Cottian Valley.” 
After noticing the grant of Susa “ec- 
clesis Mauriennensi,” the writer pro- 
ceeds: ‘‘Concessit autem vallem Cot- 
tianam, in gyrum Mauriane (St Jean 
de Maurienne) structam, et rustes et 
fivum que muris et tectis ecclesiz 
ministrarent.” The Maurienne was 
not, however, a part of the original 


Cottian territory, but was added to it 
by Augustus, who reduced the Medulli 
and Caturiges. That such an addition 
should have been made renders it pro- 
bable that there -was a pass from the 
Maurienne into Italy. I do not know 
on what ground Mr Law extends the 
Centrones into the Maurienne. They 
never formed one of the Cottian tribes, 
though he makes them a part of that 
confederation. He also says, (p. ros), 
that the territory of the Centrones may 
have reached to the Col de Vanoise. 
No doubt it did, as this pass is 
on the ridge between the Tarentaise 
and the Maurienne. But why should 
they have come over it, and taken pos- 
session of a part of the Maurienne 
itself? 


On Mr Law’s Criticism of Hannibal's Route. 19 


Cenis; a conclusion which might be just, if Mr Law could only 
prove his point about Ocelum. I have, I think, in the Appendix 
to my treatise, shewn sufficiently clearly that Ocelum must have 
been near Avigliana, (perhaps at Buttigliera), and that its iden- 
tification with Usseau is impossible. I must now notice Mr Law’s 
arguments in favour of this identification, and against the sup- 
position that Ocelum and Scingomagus were on the Susa road 1. 

The chief argument against this last supposition is derived 
from “historical probability.” ‘“Susa,” we learn (p. 106), “the 
principal town of the Segusini, was the capital of the great 
Alpine chief Cottius, and of his father before him. They headed 
the confederacy against the encroachments of Rome. This 
surcly would be a reason against Ceesar’s making his march 
by the Susa road.” Had Mr Law a case in the slightest degree 
tenable, it would be fortunate for him that his own argument 
here is not worth much, as it would tell entirely against him. 
For, as it appears from Strabo and Pliny, and the inscription on 
the arch of Susa, that the Maurienne was first attached to the 
Cottian territory by Augustus, it follows that almost the only 
part of that territory which Cesar would have traversed, if he 
crossed the Mont Cenis, would be the open valley between Susa 
and the plains, where there is not one strong position to defend. 
But if, as Mr Law alleges, he crossed the Mont Genévre from 
Ocelum, he must then, supposing the further Cottian frontier to 
have been at Embrun, where Strabo fixes it, have passed for 
nearly 100 miles through the Cottian territory, whatever might 
have been the position of Ocelum. If the confederation of the 
Cottian tribes then existed, and if Ceesar wished to avoid their 
land as much as possible, he must have crossed the Mont Cenis: 
if he wished to go through the heart of the Cottian land, he 
must have crossed the Mont Genévre. “So much” (I am 
quoting Mr Law) “for historical probability.” 

But perhaps it might be urged by the Critic that I have 
no right to suppose the Cottian territory in Cesar’s time to 
have the extent given to it by Strabo. I am quite willing, for 


1 Mr Law says, (p. 104), ‘‘Ocelum man province of Cisalpine Gaul. The 
seems to have a probable connexion connexion between the names is merely 
with the name Garoceli.” Now Ocelum etymological. See Treatise, notes, pp. 
could not be, at the same time, atown 178, 187. 
of the Garoceli, and a town in the Ro- ‘ 
2—2 
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argument’s sake, to accept the alternative, and to admit that 
Mr Law’s road then entirely avoided that country. In this case, 
the central and lower parts of the province of Susa, districts to- 
gether equal in extent to the county of Huntingdon, would have 
composed the dominions of this great monarch, whose power 
struck terror into the heart of Cesar, though accompanied by 
five Roman legions, the future conquerors of Gaul’. 


1 Mr Law says (p. 106) that “Pom- 
pey’s march to Spain was undoubtedly 
over the Mont Genévre.” I wish he 
could prove this, as it is exactly the 
assumption I should wish to make. 
For, although Appian’s description of 
the position of the pass is very vague, 
yet we learn from him, and also from 
Pompey’s own words, ‘‘ Per eas (Alpes) 
iter aliud atque Hannibal, nobis oppor- 
tunius, patefeci,” that Pompey’s pass 
was not the same as Hannibal's, while 
it may also perhaps be inferred that 
it was a pass not in use before. Now, 
as we know that Hannibal crossed a 
brépBacts 5a Tavplywy, and as there 
are but two good claimants of such 
a title, the Gendvre and the Cenis, 
it would follow, if the Genevre were 
excluded, that the Mont Cenis was Han- 
nibal’s pass. I think it is highly proba- 
ble that Pompey crossed the Genavre, 
though I believe he would have ap- 
proached it by the ordinary route 
through the valley of Susa, and not 
by the valley of Fenestrelles and the 
Col de Sestritres. For the route of 
the Gendvre is a shorter way to Spain, 
and might therefore be described by 
Pompey as ‘‘nobis opportunius,” than 
the route of the Mont Cenis. It would 
have brought Pompey out into the 
plains about Avignon, the same plains 
in which Hannibal found himself after 
his passage of the Rhone. Thus Pom- 
pey’s route may have heen the tter recta 
regione alluded to by Livy, when he 
says of Hannibal, ‘non recta regione 
iter instituit, sed ad levam in Tricas- 
tinos flexit.” The existence of this 


route would probably have been known 
to Livy, though not to Hannibal. 

Iu p. 106 Mr Law adopts two 
palpably erroneous measurements—104 
miles from Embrun to Ad Fines, and 33 
miles from Susa to Ad Fines. (See 
Treatise, note, p.128.) His ‘‘ confident 
assertion” that the Doria of Strabo is 
the Dora Baltea, and his opinion that 
the Po of Strabo is the Orco, I might 
leave to the reader's own judgment. 
Strabo, who was acquainted with Poly- 
bius’ writings, could hardly have held 
so absurd an opinion about the Po. (See 
Polyb. 11. xiv. 8, xvi. 6.) How any road 
from Placentia to Ocelum could have 
run, wholly or partially, along the 
banks of either the Orco or the Dora 
Baltea, is a matter utterly beyond my 
powers of conception. ‘‘ Mr Ellis’s ima- - 
gination, always fertile,” is here com- 
pletely at fault. Strabo’s words are, 
according to the text of Kramer: 
vrép S¢ Waxerrlas emt uev rods 8pous 
ris Korrlov yijs Thxvov év rpidxovra et 
pidlas wodts Kal ducvupos 6 mapappéwy 
worapos, cuuBddrA\wWv TP Iddw, kal KXa- 
orldcov cal AdpOwy xal’AxovaccrariéAXae 
puxpov év wapbdy. 1% 8’ edOeta els *QxeXov 
wapd Tov IIiddov kal rov Aouplay rorapdv, 
Bapabpwdns % modAH, wrelovs kal &ddovs 
Exovea worapods (dv cal rdv Apoverrlay), 
purlow éori wept [éxarov] é&jxovra, év- 
reddev dé 45n rd “Adma Spy kal  Kedrixh. 
(With respect to the insertion of éxa- 
réy, in which Mr Law detects a conspi- 
racy against the Dora Baltea, Kramer 
observes :—‘‘éxardy om. codd. edd.: 
addidi ex du Theil coni., qui collatis 
itinerariis hoc esse intervallum ostendit 
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With respect to Scingomagus Mr Law observes (p. 107) that 
D'Anville found a little place called Scinguin above (qu. below?) 
the Col de Sestriéres, which he notices as resembling Scingo- 
magus. Ihave no doubt that Mr Law derived this from what 
appeared to him good authority: nevertheless, I cannot say that 
I have much belief in this Scinguin. D’Anville, in his Ancienne 
Gaule, identifies Scingomagus with a place called Chamlat de 
Siguin. In Cramer’s map of Ancient Italy I also find this place 
called Siguin, not Scinguin. In addition to this, I looked over 
several modern maps for the place, but found it only in one 
(Bourcet’s), where its name was written Chanlas Seguin. How- 
ever, whether it be called Chamlat de Siguin, Seguin, or Scinguin, 
is of little importance. All such names, as well as Segusio and 
Scingomagus, would probably be derived from the Segovii or Segu- 
sini, the tribes who anciently possessed these parts’. This Siguin 


in nott. ad Imp. Par.”) The distance 
of Ocelum from Placentia is 145 
miles; from Pavia, rog. According 
to Mr Law, Strabo, in his journey 
from Placentia to Ocelum along the Po, 
does not go through the whole route, 
but “ pulls up on his arrival at the Dora 
Baltea,” never following the banks of 
any Dora at all. The Critic has before 
explained the words, rapa rov rorapér, 
without being much restrained by their 
meaning ; but in this interpretation of 
mapa Tov Aouplay roraudv his emancipa- 
tion is complete. It is clear from Strabo 
that Ocelum lay at some distance from 
the Po, upon the banks of ariver Dora; 
and it is also clear that this Dora must be 
the Dora Susina, as Ocelum was on the 
Cottian frontier. The Apoveyria of Strabo 
would be the Dora Baltea. 

1 I noticed in my treatise (p. 188) 
the probable connexion between Scingo- 
magus and the Secusini. Mr Law, 
whose mode of reproducing compari- 
sons of names is not without ingenuity, 
converts this (p. 110) into a parallel 
between Scingo and Segusio. He finds 
himself also able, on the same page, to 
remind me that the names Segusio and 
Scingomagus both occur in Pliny, and 
must therefore belong to different places. 


He has not, however, been so ready to 
remind me (or any one else) that Pliny 
has borrowed the passage relating to 
Scingomagus from the geographer Arte- 
midorus (flor. B.0. 100), and has re- 
tained the old Greek name which he 
found there. For Scingomagus (Zxty- 
youdyos) is a Greek, not a Latin name. 
Pliny’s words (11. 108) are: ‘‘ Alpes us- 
que ad Scingomagum vicum DXVvIII.” 
They form part of an itinerary from 
India to Gades. Segusio is mentioned, 
ui. 17. The words of Artemidorus, as 
preserved by Agathemerus, (lib. I. cap. 
4) are: dd ‘Pwuns éri ras”"AdXres Ews 
Zeyyoudyou Kadpns, bwd rats “ANreow 
otons, orddia Spf’. According to Mr 
Law, this xwun, brd rats "AX\recw ovca, 
stood almost on the summit of the Col 
de Sestritres, a most eligible position 
certainly for a vicus or xwun, though 
lower situations are now preferred. Here, 
just as the traveller had begun to de- 
scend from his highest pass, his ascent 
of the Alps commenced. But then this 
traveller was no ordinary man. ‘‘ He 
(Pliny) is not dealing with roads. He 
is going from one end of the world to 
the other in a few strides.” In this case, 
as a stride of 519 miles from Rome 
would have extended to Lyons instead 
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would be less than five Roman miles from Cesanne (Gesdao), and 
consequently less than 50 from Embrun. Scingomagus, we know, 


of Chamlat de Siguin, we must infir 
that, with a traveller’s licence, he has 
exaggerated by one-third the length of 
the step he actually took; though there 
will be no difficulty if we suppose ‘‘ via” 
to mean a route for common travellers, 
not for those who take strides of 500 
miles at a time. Rome to Tortona (Itin.), 
399 miles. (The Berlin ed. (1848) gives 
409, taking the distance from Genoa to 
Libarna at 36, and from Libarna to Tor- 
tona at 35 miles. But, as the modern 
distance from Genoa to Tortona is 34 
Piedmontese = 57 Roman miles, one of 
the various readings, 26 for 36, or 25 
for 35, should probably be preferred). 
Tortona to Casale (Carbantia), 224 Pied. 
= 37 Rom. miles. Casale to Turin 
(Itin.), 50 miles. Otherwise, taking 
the road by Asti, Tortona to Turin, 
46} Pied. = 77 Rom. miles. Turin to 
Susa (Itin.), 40 miles. Total distance 
from Rome to Susa, by Casale, 399 + 
37 + 50 + 40= 526 miles; by Asti, 
399 +77 + 40 = 516 miles. Either dis- 
tance varies little from 519 miles. Strabo 
speaks of the Alps as beginning at Oce- 
lum, not at Scingomagus. The mount- 
ains are, in fact, entered near Avigliana. 
At Susa the broad flat valley terminates, 
and the ascent begins. 

The next measurement given in the 
itinerary transcribed by Pliny is from 
Scingomagus to Illiberis, from the Alps 
to the Pyrenees. Here the MSS. give 
three readings: 456, 466, and 556 miles. 
Comparing these together, the first seems 
the reading to be preferred. Now the 
distance by the Mont Gentvre from 
Scingomagus to Tarascon or Beaucaire 
is, according to the estimate of Strabo, 
which is corroborated by the Itineraries, 
234 miles. From Beaucaire to Ntmes 
the distance (Peut. Tab.) is 15 miles. 
From Nimes to Narbonne there are five 
distances given : Strabo, 88 miles; Ant. 
Itin., 87 miles, and 91 miles; Jerus, 


Itin., 93 miles; Peut. Tab., ror miles. 
The straight distance is 88 miles. From 
Narbonne to Ruscino the distance (Ant. 
Itin.) is 40 miles: thence to Lliberis, 
now Elne, (Peut. Tab.) 7 miles. The 
straight distance from Narbonne to Elne 
is 45 miles. Consequently, taking the 
longest measurement between Nimes and 
Narbonne, the distance from Scingoma- 
gus to Illiberis by the Mont Genévre is 
234 +15 +1014 40+ 7 = 397 miles, or 59 
miles less than the lowest of the three 
readings of Pliny, 456 miles. This road 
then, it would appear, did not pass over 
the Mont Genévre, but followed the more 
ancient course by the Mont Cenis, which 
is about 60 miles longer (Susa to Le 
Cheylas (Treatise) 1084 milcs ; Valence, 
129 kil. = 874 miles; Tarascon, 148 
kil, = 100 miles; Elne, 153, 155, or 
163 miles, taking in turn each of the 
three allowable measurements between 
Nimes and Narbonne, of which the 
highest seems the least correct. Total 
distance from Susa to Elne (Scingoma- 
gus to Illiberis) by the Little Mont 
Cenis, 449, 451, or 459 miles, very close 
approximations tothe 456 miles of Pliny). 
This result might have been anticipated, 
as we are probably dealing here with the 
most ancient road over the Cottian Alps, 
the route of Hannibal, not of Pompey. 
Polybius’ approximate estimate of the 
length of Hannibal’s march from Em- 
porium to the commencement of the 
Taurine plain (Avigliana), 1600 + 1400 
+ 1200 = 4200 stadia = 525 miles, will 
exceed by about the right quantity the 
456 miles between Susa and Elne. The 
“‘striding” distance between these two 
places is very nearly 300 miles; between 
Chamlat de Siguin and Elne about 280. 
But this theory of ‘‘ strides”, it must be 
evident, is perfectly absurd. It is also 
a useless absurdity. For it was devised 
by Mr Law, because he feared it might 
be said that Pliny, in this notice about 
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was 71 or 72 miles from Embrun, and therefore could not have 
been near Chamlat de Siguin, any more than Ocelum, 99 miles 
from Embrun, could have been near Usseau, which is not more 
than 70. In short, there is not any reason for supposing that 
these ancient places lay anywhere on the route of the Col de 
Sestriéres and the valley of Fenestrelles, a hasty conclusion on 
which the theory of an ancient road following such a course has 
been raised, and even acquired general belief !. 


Scingomagus, “‘would naturally be re- 
ferring to some place in the great Im- 
perial Road.” The Critic’s alarm was 
groundless, Artemidorus must have 
been dead many years before the Re- 
public expired. 

1 Mr Law has, however, (p.107), one 
grand argument to overthrow all the 
conclusions drawn from these distances. 
These 99 miles ought, it appears, to be 
99 sades, equal to 12% miles, “In 
order to read gg miles, you are obliged 
to convert stades into miles ; that is, you 
must read &)\\a rocaira for dddot Toa- 
o0ro, which appears in every manu- 
script.” I will give here the whole 
passage in Strabo, following the text of 
Kramer : 

Kara 6é¢ rh» érépay dddv rhy da 
Ovoxovriwy Kal rijs Korrlov péxype pev 
Ovyépvov xal Tapotoxwros xowh 650s F 
ard Nepatcov, evretbev 5¢ éri pev rods 
Odoxoyrlwy Spous kal rhy.dpxhy ris dva- 
Bdoews tov “ANwewv 5:4 Apovervria kal 
KafSadlNwvos pldtia é&jxovra rpla: 
wddy 3 évreibey éml rods érépous Spous 
tay Ovoxovrluy xpos rhy Korriov pidca 
éxardy évds Séovra *els* éx’ ’EB- 
podovvoy xwunv’ clr’ AdNXa rocatra 
dca Bovyayriov xwyns Kal Zxeyyoudyou 
kal ris trav “Adweww trepbécews én 
"Qxerov, TO wépas THs Korriov yijs* xat 
hax Ureyyoudayou 5é 75 ’Iranla r\éye- 
tas° tore 52 GvOdvie erl “Qxedov plrAca 
elxoot dxTw. (elkoot éxrd edd.) 

Now it will be seen here that there 
is not the slightest mention of stades, 
nothing but mees. The change of d))ox 


rocotra into dAX\a rocaira is abso- . 


lutely required to make sense. Kra- 


mer’s note on the subject is: “ d\Aoe 
tocodra codd. edd., quod qui ferri pos- 
sit non video.” The German editor 
was not aware how extremely tolerant 
criticism can sometimes be. However, 
as Mr Law wishes to read stades instead 
of miles for the sake of proving that 
Ocelum was identical with Usseau in 
the valley of Fenestrelles, let us accept 
his premises. Ocelum then must have 
been at a distance of 99 stades = 12g 
Roman miles above Embrun, i.e. about 
one-third of the distance between Em- 
brun and Briangon, and about 55 miles 
from Usseau. Some interesting corolla- 
ries might be drawn from this geogra- 
phical discovery. Two may suffice, 
The Vocontian frontier being at Em- 
brun according to Strabo, Cesar, who 
started from Ocelum, would have suc: 
ceeded in accomplishing by great dili- 
gence, in no more than seven days, 
a march of 12 Roman miles ; an achieve- 
ment which he has thought worthy of 


‘record in his Commentaries. Scingo- 


magus also, where Italy began, being 
27 or 28 miles from Ocelum, would 
be at a distance of —15 miles from 
Embrnn, and would nearly coincide with 
Caturiges, now Chorges near Gap. 

It will be found, by the aid of the 
Itineraries, that the distance between 
Tarascon and Embrun given by Strabo 
(63 + 99 = 162 miles) is extremely accu- 
rate. We must consequently conclude 
that there is the same accuracy with 
respect to the distance between Embrun 
and Ocelum. 

The truth of my conditions for the 
determination of the site of Ocelum 
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After remarking, (p. 110), “On Ocelum was hinged Mr Ellis’s 
last proof of Ceesar’s march. It falls with the rest;” an asser- 
tion about equal in correctness to that which follows, and is so 
remarkably consistent with the ill-fated “historical probability” 
argument, that “ Ceesar was resisted by a body of the Cottian 
confederation,” (ante, p. 19), Mr Law proceeds to say, (p. 111): 
* Mr Ellis, in his Cenis route, struggles with two difficulties, one 
on the distance performed in seven days, the other on the transit 
through the Vocontii.” There is no difficulty in either case. 
If the short road between St Jean de Maurienne and Grenoble 
had been taken by Ceesar!, the whole distance between Butti- 


must now be apparent. They were 
these. (Treatise, p. 187.) ‘‘Ocelum 
stood in the province of Cisalpine Gaul, 
on the frontier of the Cottian land, at 
the foot of the Alps, on the banks of 
the Dora Susina, and (at) a distance 
of 99 miles from Embrun.” Buttigliera 
satisfies all these conditions; Usseau 
not one. Room could hardly be found 
for the Cottian tribes without assigning 
to them the whole of the valley of Fen- 
estrelles, i.e. of the Clusone, which ex- 
tends to the commencement of the plains 
at Pignerol. 

1 I named erroneously in my treatise 
one of the passes which this road crosses. 
The ‘‘Col du Glandon” should have been 
the ‘‘Col de la Croix-de-fer.” I fol- 
lowed this road from the Graisivaudan 
to St Jean de Maurienne, in the sum- 
mer of 1854. The distance was, as well 
as I could judge, very nearly what I 
had conjectured it to be. Neither the 
Col de la Coche nor the Col de la 
Croix-de-fer present any difficulty. The 
route is still a good deal frequented ; it 
leaves the Graisivaudan at Villard Bonot. 
In old maps, before the modern car- 
riage-roads were completed, the promi- 
nence of the ‘‘ Pas de la Coche” is very 
remarkable. I have seen no recent 
measurement of the heights of these 
two passes. A scale of heights on the. 
staircase of the University Library at 
Cambridge gives the height of the Col 
de la Coche at a little leas than 6,400 


English feet, and that of the Col de la 
Croiz-de-fer at 7,500. 

It may be said that it is objection- 
able to carry Cesar over three passes. 
Mr Law, even by his very circuitous 
route, does just the same, making him 
cross the Col de Sestritres and the 
Mont Gendvre, and the pass called the 
Col de St Guigues (Bourcet, Raymond), 
between Gap and the valley of the 
Drac. In this last case, however, Mr 
Law says (p. 93) ‘‘ perhaps there is no 
mountain ;” a supposition which is 
plainly impossible. All Alpine valleys 
are divided from one another, as every 
one must know, by ranges of mountains. 
The Col de St Guigues is, however, a 
low pass. 

It may also be objected, that the 
route of the Coche is found neither in 
the Itineraries nor in the Peutingerian 
Table. It may be answered that the. 
approach to the only other pass noticed 
by Cesar, the Great St Bernard, is 
precisely in the same situation as the 
Mont Cenis. For the road to Martigny 
(Octodurus), as given in the Itineraries 
and the Table, runs along the north 
side of the Lake of Geneva i.e. ‘‘ per 
Helvetios.” But it seems quite plain 
from Ceesar’s own account (Bell. Gall. 
Ill. i-vi.) that the route to Octodurus, 
from the country of the Allobroges, lay 
‘per Nantuates;” i.e. through the 
northern provinces of Savoy. Remains 
of a Roman road leading from the valley 
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gliera and Grenoble might have been performed im seven days 
by marches of 20 Roman (rather more than 15 Engtish) miles 
a day; no extravagant allowance for forced marches, even 
though the hostile Gauls had to be driven off by the way. 
Ceesar would have returned from Italy, as he went, “ magnis 
itineribus!.” 

‘The transit through the Vocontii” is merely an assertion 
of Mr Law’s. It appears first in p. 192, where Caesar is made 
to state that he went through the Vocontii into the Allobroges. 
Ceesar’s words do not amount to this. He ssys: “in fines 
Vocontiorum ulterioris provinciz die septimo pervenit: inde 
in Allobrogum fines, ab Allobrogibus in Segusianos exercitum 
ducit.” Here the body of the country of the Vocontii is not 
mentioned, nor necessarily implied, but merely its “fines.” This 
expression, unless vaguely taken, which we have here no reason 
for doing, though such a usage is common, means no more than 
“frontier.” The word inde in “inde in Allobrogum fines” is, if 
it refer to place and not to time, grammatically equivalent to 
ab tisdem finibus Vocontiorum. Now the Isére would have sepa- 
rated the Vocontii from the Allobroges: their territories were 
conterminous nowhere else. Czsar’s words will consequently 
imply this: that he arrived in a week at the Vocontian frontier on 
the south bank of the Isére, and then crossed the river to the 
north bank*. Mr Law contravenes with some energy (p. 112) 


of the Arve towards Martigny havebeen kitchen furniture, the instruments of 


found near Passy, and elsewhere. (Ber- 
tolotti, Lett. XXVIL) 

1 Mr Law appears to entertain no 
very exalted opinion of the powers of 
the Roman soldier, nor of the alacrity 
of Ceesar’s legions in the movements of 
war. Gibbon’s estimate, if we may judge 
by his account of the Imperial armies, 
is considerably higher, and perhaps more 
just. Nor, if we may venture to trust 
the historian rather than the critic, 
would the legions have been so greatly 
embarrassed in the course of a week’s 
march by any ‘‘commissariat” difficul- 
ties. Gibbon says, (chap. 1.) : 

‘‘ Besides their arms, which the le- 
gionaries scarcely considered as an en- 
cumbrance, they were laden with their 


fortification, and the provision of many 
days. Under this weight, which would 
oppress the delicacy of a modern soldier, 
they were trained by a regular step to ~ 
advance, in about six hours, near twenty 
miles. On the appearance of an enemy, 
they threw aside their baggage, and by 
easy and rapid evolutions converted the 
column of march into an order of battle.” 

3 Mr Law makes Cesar enter the 
Vocontian territory near Gap. The 
distance of Gap from Embrun was 28 
Roman miles; of Embrun from Ocelum, 
99; total, from Gap to Ocelum, 127 
miles. This is not much less than my 
136 miles, which Mr Law exclaims 
against as so extravagant a distance for 
a week's march. 
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the supposition that the south bank of the Isére at Grenoble 
may have been Vocontian. Yet, if he makes Cesar cross the 
Isére at Grenoble, as he appears to do (p. 102), and asserts, as 
he does (p. 110), that Casar passed directly from the country 
of the Vocontii into that of the Allobroges, I do not see how 
he is to avoid admitting what he disputes at p.112. Indeed, 
as he brings Ceesar into the Vocontian territory near Gap, he 
must consider the right bank of the Drac, where the road to 
Grenoble runs, to have been in the possession of that people. 
In short, if Ceesar crossed the Isére at Grenoble, then the 
south bank of the Isére there must have been Vocontian. If 
it were not Vocontian, but Tricorian, then Ceesar must have 
crossed the Drac before he passed the Isére. In either case, 
the “fines Vocontiorum” would have been near Grenoble, which 
may fairly be taken to represent the termination of the seven 
days’ march}, | 

I have now arrived at the last question to be considered, 
the identity with the Little Mont Cenis of a certain pass spoken 
of by Strabo. Mr Law, however, denies that any pass at all 
is spoken of. He gives, in support of his denial, a translation 
_ of the passage of Strabo to which I referred as containing the 
mention of the supposed pass. From this translation I have 
taken the following words (p. 114): 

‘Beyond the Vocontii are the Siconii and the Tricorii, and 
beyond these the Medulli occupy the highest summits, the 
direct height of which is, they say, 100 stadia in ascent, and 
the same again in descent to the bounds of Italy. (Mera 8¢ 
Ovoxovrious "Ixdvioe (OF Sexdviot) Kat Tpexdpioe Kai per’ abrods MédovdAor, 
‘ olep tas tyndordtas exovor xopupas’ 1d yovy dpbidraroy aitayv dyos 
oradioy éxatoy exew act ry dvaBaow, navOévde? (Or KdvredOev) made THD 
émi rovs Spous rovs tis “Iradias xaraBaow).... The Medulli lie the 
furthest from the confluence of the Isére with the Rhone: and 
on the other side of the mountain range spoken of, which slopes 
towards Italy, dwell the Taurini, a Ligurian nation, and other 
Ligurians: and of these is the land called the land of Ideonnus, 


1 The Drac formerly traversed a part the context generally, plainly shew the 
of the ground on which Grenoble stands. meaning to be attached to the expres- 
Pilot, Hist. Gren. p. 260. sion ‘‘dp6uwraroy vos.” It is the high- 

* This word, which must refer toa _ est partor crest of the ridge that is alluded 
locality, not a measurement, and also to, not its perpendicular elevation. 
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and that of Cottius. Beyond these and the Po are the Selessi. 
&c.” 

Now we have bere a particular ramre of the Alps spoken of, 
the identification of which must be cor frst object. On ome 
side of it lay the Taurme countrys and the lad of Idevumses 
and Cottius. Ideonnus I suppose to be the same as Doumas, 
the father of Cottius. This Latter district. at the tre alleced 
to, would have comprised the vallex of Sasa and other valievs 
to the south and west. The Taurme country cxtended ecanward 
from the Cottian territory far mto the plams of Italy. On the 
other side of the ridge were the Medcih. who dwek m the 
Maurienne, though probably only m the lower part. These are 
ample data for the determmation of the ridge spoken of. it 
must be that part of the main cham of the Alps which divides 
the Maurienne from Italy. On the south side of this cham, Strabo 
mentions a point which he designates as “the bounds of Italy.” 
This locality we know, from the Jerusalem Itinerary, to have 
been the city of Susa. From the valley of the Arc then, (the 
Maurienne), there was an ascent (accor) of 1!) stadia to the 
crest of the main chain of the Alps, and from this crest to 
Susa there was a descent (arra3ac) also of 100 stadia. Now 
it seems to me that, when we hear of ascending from one side 
of the Alps, and descending on the other, it requires no “ fertile 
imagination,” nor anything beyond the most ordinary common 
sense, to conclude that some pass must have been crossed. 
Such, however, is not the opinion of Mr Law. “Alas! there is 
just this misfortune, that in the passage relied on Strabo does 
not speak of any Pass at all.” (p. 113.) “In all this, which 
I have quoted continuously, no pass is spoken of: no route for 
travelling from one part of a country to another!.” This direct 
contradiction may render it necessary to examine a little into 
the question. 

It is obvious that it is the force of the words dsafacs and 
xaraBaois that is in dispute. These therefore Mr Law attacks, 
though not directly, and lays down the following canon, aimed at 

1 Probably, therefore, that which Mr Law could doubtless explain to us. 
Xenophon describes as an ‘‘ Anabasis,” We have been previously informed that 
was accomplished without any travel- Pliny ‘‘is not dealing with roads” when 
ling whatever. The army of Cyrus was he uses the words ‘‘via” and “‘iter 
transported from Sardis to Cunaxa by terrenum.” It seems difficult to per- 
some other means, the nature of which suade Mr Law in this matter. 


28 Journal of Philology. 


these two words, declaratory of the terms which it was necessary 
for Strabo to use to define a pass. “ There are no terms like 
686s, OY trépbeots, which Strabo employs on such occasions.” 
(p. 115.) The words dvdfSasts and xard8aors then, according to the 
Critic, cannot be used by Strabo to indicate a pass. This is the 
issue which has to be tried. 

Now how would Mr Law explain, according to his canon, 
the terms ddBacis and xardSacrs in the following quotation from 
Polybius’ account of Hannibal’s passage of the Alps? I assume, 
by the way, that Mr Law will allow that Hannibal did actually 
cross the Alps. Even his versatility of opinion must have limits. 

Ty & énatiptov avafevéas, évnpyero ris naraBdcews’ ev 7 modeploss 
pev ovx ere meprervye, wAQy Tov AGOpa KaxomoovvTav1’ ind 8€ TaY réroDr 
cal rijs xidvos, ov rodAg Aelwovras améBadte trav xara THY avaBacey 
POapevray. odons yap orevns Kat narwhepois ris naraBdoews, K.T.A. 

But perhaps Mr Law will say, This is a passage from Poly- 
bius and not from Strabo. Very well. How does he interpret 
the word dva8acews in the passage cited from Strabo, ante, p. 23? 
Besides, whatever be the force of dvafacis and xardBaois, they 
must together, when applied to different sides of a chain of 
mountains, be equivalent to a inépBacts of that chain. ‘YmépBaois 
therefore, ought not in Strabo, according to Mr Law, to signify 
a pass. Indeed, it is not one of the two terms mentioned in his 
canon, Yet what other meaning but “ passes” can be affixed to 
trepBaces in the following well-known passage of Strabo ? 

Térrapas & irepBdoes dvoudte pdvovy dia Avyiov péev thy eyptota TE 
Tuppyvexp medaye eira tiv dia Tavpivey, py ‘AvviBas bujdOev efra ray dia 


Lakagoay rerdpryy de, rv dia ‘Parrav daacas xpnyveddes ?. 


1 It is only from these words, 
**ydOpa Kaxorowotyrwy,” that we learn 
how the mountaineers on the Italian 
side of the Alps were affected to Han- 
nibal. These mountaineers, according 
to Mr Law, were the Salassi. It might 
consequently be presumed that it is from 
these two words that he concludes (p. 
56), that “the Salassians, like other 
Gauls, sympathised in the object of 
Hannibal’s expedition.” It must be 
confessed, however, that they had rather 
an objectionable mode of exhibiting their 

~sympathy. But how did Mr Law find 


out that the Salassi were Gauls? It is 
generally considered that they were Li- 
gurians, like the Taurini (Malden’s Rome, 
p- 64). Polybius (11. xvii.) gives us 
what seems a complete list of the Gallic 
nations in Italy. There is no mention 
made in it of the Salassi; which would 
hardly have been the case had they been 
of Gallic blood, since even Celto-Ligu- 
Yrians, such as the Leevi and Libui, are 
included among the Cisalpine Gauls. 

2 Mr Law, forgetting in the second 
paragraph of p. 115 the canon he had 
laid down in the first, does not dispute 
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But it must be unnecessary to pursue this question any 
farther, Scarcely any one can have the slightest doubt about 
the force of the words daeaSacw and caraZems. Nor, even if we 
had words of less precision, could there be much hesitation 
about Strabo’s meaning. For it is clear that the two measure- 
ments, each of a hundred stadia, can only refer to one of two 
things; height, or distance. Now, if height had been intended, 
there would only have been a single “ hundred stadia” given. It 
is also well known that the highest of the Alps is only twenty- 
six stadia in elevation, even above the level of the sea’ No 
peaks four times as high as Mont Blanc have as vet been 
observed, at least by the generality of investigators. It is thus 
self-evident, in spite of Mr Law’s “loftiest Alps and reputed 
heights,” that they are two distances which are given by Strabo! : 
the one, the distance from the valley of the Arc to the crest of 
the ridge, and the other, the distance from the crest of the ridge 
down to Susa. These distances are in accordance with the pass 
of the Little Mont Cenis?. 

I need not examine Mr Law’s observations about the “ great 
lake.” One of four opinions concerning it must be adopted. 
(1) That it was the lake on the Mont Cenis. (2) That it was 
some much smaller lake. (3) That it never existed at all. (4) 
That it has disappeared. Of these, the first is the only admis- 
sible opinion. There are also (p. 116) some critical observations 


that trepSdoes here means “ passes.” 
He only attempts to get rid of the words 
‘‘aw ’AwiBas d:7p\0e,” which he says, 
and correctly so, are wanting in one of 
the most esteemed manuscripts. As, 
however, the words are found in five 
manuscripta, also of the first class, as 
well as in those of secondary authority, 
there can be no doubt of their genuine- 
ness. It is, besides, very improbable 
that Polybius, when noticing the passes 
with which he was acquainted, should 
not have mentioned Hannibal's name in 
connexion with the pass which he croas- 
ed. That some one else should have 
put in these words, when Polybius had 
omitted them, is equally improbable. 
But then Mr Law says: ‘These words 
of Strabo are quite without value for 
interpreting Polybius.” He seems to 


forget that the words belong to Poly- 
bius rather than to Strabo. The pass- 
age is, however, at the same time, quite 
conclusive as to the meaning which 
Strabo attached to the word iwepBdous. 

1 Cf. Plin. um. 65. 

2 There is another pass, besides the 
Little Mont Cenis, which would satisfy 
these conditions of distance. It is called 
the Col de Clairée, and leads, like the 
Little Mont Cenis, from Bramans to 
Susa. No one has, I think, ever sug- 
gested this pass as the route of Hanni- 
bal, although the fine view which it 
commands of the plains of Italy has 
been noticed. One great objection to 
its acceptance would be, that the road 
to it from Bramans passes almost close 
to the Col of the Little Mont Cenis, a 
lower and an easier pass. 
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about “nailing” a pass, which it is equally unnecessary to 
touch upon. 

I have now gone through Mr Law’s Criticism, which professes 
to be founded on a careful examination of my theory. “I weighed 
its merits,” says Mr Law (p. vi.), “and sifted it as well as I 
could, under the circumstances.” Having seen the results of this 
“full and fair scrutiny,” a scrutiny so searching as to elicit from my 
treatise what was nowhere to be found in it, the reader may be 
left to form his own opinion as to how far the Critic establishes 
the theory he himself supports, that of the Little St Bernard, or 
invalidates that which I have advocated, the theory of the Little 
Mont Cenis. Mr Law, indecd, docs not profess to undertake 
a complete vindication of the Little St Bernard; but he has, 
I think, gone into its defence to a sufficient extent to make it 
perfectly clear that his position is untenable. It must also be 
remembered that the cause of the Little St Bernard has been 
already upheld by two excellent supporters, M. Deluc and the 
author of the Oxford Dissertation. And yet Mr Law, while in 
his preface justly acknowledging their works as “very able and 
full of merit,” is obliged to confess that the case of the Little St 
Bernard has not been satisfactorily made out!. It is, however, 
not easy to conceive how, after what has been said by those 
two writers, and what has been urged by Mr Law on the same 
side of the question, anything of importance can yet remain to 
be done. Nor is it difficult to see why, although erroneous, such 
a theory should have been held by able men. The order in 
which the investigation was pursued left the most decisive 
points to be considered last of all, and caused their importance 
tobe overlooked in favour of a theory already formed. ff, 
instead of beginning by endeavouring to trace Hannibal’s route 
through the Transalpine valleys to the summit of the Alps, the 


1 “There is no subject in which were written: and of these not one ison 


false doctrine has been so successful and 
so enduring. To this day Truth has 
not gained the station that is due to 
her. The work of M. de Luc and the 
Oxford Dissertation are very able and 
full of merit. But even these are open 
to some oorrection and improvement: 
all is not right; and much of what is 
right is not adequately enforced. Many 
combatants too have arisen since those 


the side of Truth.” (Preface, p. vi.) I fear 
it cannot be said of this Truth: Magna 
est Veritas, et prevalebit. The confede- 
racy of the ancients in support of Error 
is unhappily much too strong. Yet 
all is not irreparably lost. The ad- 
versaries of Truth may still be over 
thrown. There is a great Critic who 
says: ‘‘I would face them all, if I had 
time.” 
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investigators had first determined by what Cisalpine valleys it 
was possible for him to have descended into Italy, the valley of 
Aosta would have been at once eliminated, and all the passes 
leading into it excluded. For, from any one of these passes, it 
was not possible that Hannibal could have seen the smallest 
portion of the plains of Italy, or have descended into those 
plains in the time allowed by Polybius. It was also evident at 
a glance, from the same author, that the descent must have 
been made either into the country of the Taurini or the Insubres!, 
and certainly not through the country of the Salassi into that 
of the Libui. The question would thus have been much sim- 
plified. For, if Hannibal could not have descended through the 
valley of Aosta, it would almost immediately follow that he 
could not have ascended through any valley north of the Mauri- 
enne; the only pass from the Tarentaise not leading into the 
valley of Aosta, the Col de Galése, being rendered inadmissible 
by its difficulty, and the Simplon by innumerable improbabilities. 
Again, it was quite certain that Hannibal must have followed up 
either the Rhone or the Isére for a length of about 800 stadia 
from their confluence before he began the ascent of the Alps. 
In neither case could he have struck off from the Isére at 
Grenoble to cross the Genévre or any more southern pass, while 
either route might have been taken for the Maurienne. Hannibal 
consequently could not have ascended to the summit of the 
Alps by any valley south of the Maurienne. Therefore, as it 
was previously known that he could not have followed any valley 
north of the Maurienne, it would have appeared, merely from 
points plainly incontrovertible, and without touching upon any 
doubtful or complicated part of the subject, that Hannibal must 
have gained the summit of the Alps through the Maurienne, and 


1 I can hardly imagine how any one, 
whose perusal of Polybius had extended 
to cap. LX., could suppose an alternative 
to be possible in this case. I have, how- 
ever, admitted such a possibility out of 
compliment to Mr Law, who in the mat- 
ter of the Insubres ‘stands on the plain 
words of Polybius”; an attitude not al- 
ways attempted by him, as we perceived 
on coming to the plain words, d&viéexvi- 
feevos avrois Ta wepl tov Iiddov medla. 
Nor does his position seem very firm on 


the present occasion; though perhaps 
he may be able to explain the appa- 
rently inexplicable process, by which 
Hannibal, after leaving the Alps behind 
him, and marching into the Insubrian or 
Milanese plain, found himself at the 
very roots (ix atriy Thy wapwpeay) 
of the Taurine (i.e. Cottian) Alps; 
and also how it happened that Hanni- 
bal had previously joined the Insu- 
bres without effecting a junction with 
them. 
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thus, in all probability, have descended into Italy from the 
Mont Cenis!. 


I find I have overlooked (Criticism, p. viii.) two alterations 
which are given as Corriyenda, an appellation they fully deserve 
in its most accurate sense. The first of them is this: 

P. 11, line 1—after “ not near it,” insert “ The narrative had 
before announced in planum descensum; with an argument to 
make that plain Taurinian, and to shew Hannibal as deductus in 
Taurinos.” 

Livy’s words are, (L. Cincius Alimentus being the hearer 
implied in “ audisse”): “ex ipso autem audisse Hannibale, post- 
quam Rhodanum transierit, triginta sex millia hominum ingen- 
temque numerum equorum et aliorum jumentorum amisisse, 
Taurinis, que Gallis proxima gens erat, in Italiam degressum.” 
Hannibal told his prisoner, the historian Cincius Alimentus, that 
he came down into Italy among the Taurini. By Mr Law's 
correction, however, this statement of Hannibal's is converted 


into a conclusion of Livy’s. 


1 Mr Law has subjoined to his Criti- 
cism some observations on an hypothesis 
of M. Replat of Annecy relative to the 
passage of Hannibal. The route of the 
Carthaginians, according to M. Replat, 
lay up the left bank of the Istre as far 
as Pont Charra, a place situated on the 
Brédaz between Le Cheylas and Mont- 
mélian; thence through the gorge of 
the Brédaz into the valley of La Ro- 
chette, and up the Val Istre again as 
far as L’Hépital; thence by the Val 
Beaufort and over the Cul du Bon- 
homme (qu. the Cormel de Roselant ) 
to Chapiu, and over the Col de la Seigne 
into the valley of Aosta. This theory 
would have one advantage over that of 
the Little St Bernard, of which it may 
be considered as a modification. The 
distance from Pont Charra to Ivrea by 
the Val Beaufort would be very nearly 
150 Roman miles (5200 stadia), the dis- 
tance allowed by Polybius for the paas- 
age of the Alps. The distance from 
Yenne to Ivrea by the Mont du Chat 


The premises of Livy’s argument 
become a result dependent on those very premises. 


(See 


and the Little St Bernard is found from 
the Itineraries to be 180 Roman miles. 
The devxdrerpor éxupdv of Polybius is, 
according to M. Replat’s theory, Mont 
Blanc. This appears to me as improba- 
ble as that it should have been the so- 
called Roche Blanche, although the im- 
probability would not entirely rest on the 
same grounds. For the Roche Blanche is 
almost at once disqualified by ite insig- 
nificance, so disappointing to all who 
may here anticipate from the Alps any- 
thing commensurate with such objects, 
‘‘ Parturiunt montes, nascetur ridiculus 
mus.” Mont Blanc certainly is not 
liable to this objection, though I think 
there are others equally strong against 
its adoption. But I must not stay to 
examine M. Replat’s theory: indeed, 
as my only knowledge of it is derived 
from Mr Law’s notice, I should not be 
justified in criticising it in detail. As, 
however, it brings Hannibal into Italy 
by the valley of Aosta, I conceive that 
it must at once fall to the ground. 
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ante, p. 4.) For Lavy never brings forward “ae argument to 
prove the plam Taurinian, and to shew Hawerhal as dedoces 2 
Taurinos.” He is contemt to take these facts for gramed 
the strength of Hanmibal's word. especial: when that werd was 
backed by universal agreement. Mr Law. bowever, bas a umch 
higher opinion of Hannibal's eloquesce than of bis veracaty. He 
must shrewdly suspect ham bere of Puntos fdes. it woukd con- 
sequently appear that the object of Mr Law's mdignatxe, the 
Taurine plot, as it was thus origmated by Hannibal, must date 
from before B.c. 200. Mr Law mar well sax that ~ false doc 
trine has been endurimg,” and that “error comes furth under 
grave and respectable authority.” 

The second Corrigendum is this : 

P. 11, line 4—after “reference” msert “ The two expres- 
sions, gens proxima, and genti proximez, contam the same 
geographical idea, being simply this—that, along the Po, the 
Taurini are next above the Gauls.” 

Where does Mr Law get “along the Po” or “above the 
Gauls” from? 

The two expressions in Livy are, the first belonging to a 
citation from Cincius Alimentas : 

(1) “ Taurinis, qus Gallis proxima gens erat, in Italiam 
degressum!,” 

(2) “ Taurmis, genti proximez, adversus Insubres bellum 
motum erat.” 

From these two passages it is to be mferred, according to 
Mr Law, that the Libui were non-existent s.c. 218. I should, 
nevertheless, have good hopes of their surviving that memorable 
year, even were I to admit as true all the erroneous premises of 
Mr Law’s Criticism and Corrigendum. Yet this Corrigendum is 
almost as incorrect as so few lines could possibly be. Neither 


1 I suppose it is on account of this 


37, amd resumed at the beginning of 
cap. 39- Hannibal (cap. 37) descends 


Mr Law (see anfe, Vol. IL p. 313) af- 
firms that Livy had “already,” i. e. 
before (2), ‘‘ brought Hannibal into the 
Taurini.” Yet it is evident that this 
citation can form no part of Livy's nar- 
rative of Hannibal’s march. Nor indeed 
does any portion of cap. 38. The nar- 
rative is broken off at the end of cap. 

Vou. IIL March, 1856. 


to the plain, and (cap. 39) the first peo- 
ple he finds there, the Taurimi, are at 
war with his expected allies, the Insu- 
bres. Scarcely any one could have here 
avoided ‘stumbling upon accuracy.” 
Mr Law’s critical acumen haa, however, 
enabled him to escape. 
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grammar nor reason can connect “ proximse” in (2) with the 
Insubres or with the Po; while in (1) “ Gallis” is plainly con- 
trasted with “ Italiam,” the one expression indicating the 
Transalpine, and the other the Cisalpine country. In crossing 
the Alps from Gaul to Italy, reckoning from the passage of the 
Rhone to the arrival at the Taurine country, the first part of 
the plains which Hannibal reached, he lost 36,000 men and 
a vast number of horses and other animals, (This estimate does 
not agree with that of Polybius.) 
R. Exuis. 


II. 


On the Sophistical Rhetoric. 


“Hy yap amobavy 
eis Tis movnpds, BU’ dvépvcay prropes: 
ovdels yap npiy “Iddews ev ry modet 
doris émixavoe: Tas Kehadds ray pytdépev. 
KexoAAdrevxas" Tovyapoly pytwp eves. 


Puato. Fr. inc. tv. (Meineke.) 


THE design which I have had in view in this series of papers is 
twofold; to collect such information as is to be found in con- 
temporary writers about that very remarkable class. of men 
known by the name of the Sophists, and to throw what light 
Iam able upon their character, speculations, and pursuits, and 
the nature of the influence which they exercised upon the age 
in which they lived; and secondly, to correct certain opinions 
with respect to them, erroneous as I think, which have gained 
currency from the ability with which they have been maintained, 
and the deserved popularity of the latest work in which they 
have been advocated. The importance of the intellectual revo- 
lution in which they took so prominent a part, the influence 
which they indirectly exerted upon philosophical speculation— 
for though not sound philosophers themselves they were the 
cause of sound philosophy in others—and upon the national 
character by means of the educational functions which they 
exercised, give an interest to these men which they do not 


ee 
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perhaps intrinsically possess, and will, I hope, justify what might 
otherwise seem the disproportionate length of these remarks. 
At any rate, such inquiries cannot fail to illustrate in some 
degree the literature, especially the philosophical literature, of 
the period, and may perhaps be of some service to the student 
of Plato and Aristotle, and, I venture to hope, of history. 

In pursuance of this design then I am now to enter in fuller 
detail upon the early history of rhetoric, and to give a brief 
sketch of its earliest professors, that portentous growth of hydra 
heads which sprang out of the intellectual fermentation of the 
fifth century to the astonishment and horror of the soberminded 
and old-fashioned portion of the Greek people, and which no 
Iolaus could repress or subdue. And as we have been hitherto 
chiefly concerned with the Sophists who were contemporary 
with Plato—the adventurous Hercnles who encountered the 
Sophistical hydra—or mentioned in his dialogues; and as one of 
the objects of this inquiry is to ascertain how far he was justified 
in the ridicule and reprobation which he so unsparingly heaped 
upon them, in our subsequent account of this their principal 
instrument of instruction and of mischief we shall still confine 
ourselves to those whom we meet with in the writings of Plate 
and Aristotle. This will carry us down to the time of Isocrates, 
by universal consent the most accomplished master of this school 
of Rhetoric. 

Our sketch will exhibit them in the three characters which 
we before described; as rhetoricians in the modern and stricter 
sense of the word; as prose writers and men of literature; and 
as instructors or corruptors of youth; and we shall have therefore 
to take into account not only the rules they laid down and the 
system they pursued in their schools of Rhetoric, but also the 
style of their writings, the contributions they made to the infant 
studies of grammar, rhythm, criticism, and their art of compo- 
sition in general, as well as the moral result which was likely to 
flow from their training. On these points our attention must be 
chiefly directed to the originators of the system, the Sophists 
par excellence. 

In all these respects Plato, as we have already noticed, 
evidently held them very cheap; and the opinion of Aristotle, to 
judge from the passages previously cited from his writings, and 
others to be afterwards adduced, seems to have been not much 

3—2 
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more favourable: and the recorded judgment of these two is 
entitled to the greater weight, not only from the respect due to 
their superior enlightenment and discrimination, but because 
they have traced out their intellectual character as a whole, and 
discussed all their pretensions, philosophical, literary, and educa- 
tional together. | | 

The practice of rhetoric, like the use of logic, is doubtless as 
old as human speech and human society. Some of the Greeks 
indeed ascribed to it a still earlier origin. One of the commen- 
tators on Hermogenes (Proleg. in Hermog. p. 4) quotes certain 
authors who carried it back to the gods. In support of this 
opinion they produced the verse of Homer, II. A. 1, of 8 Oeot sap 
Znvi xabnyevot yopdwvro, which, said they, is an example of the 
Snpryopixdy yévos ris pytopixjs. From the gods it passed to the 
heroes; the speech of Priam, Il. r, 182, being an instance of the 
dyxaptacrixdy eidos. Similarly Nestor in his dialogue with Aga- 
memnon gives specimens of the ovpBovAevrixdy, and Ulysses of the 
dixavixdy yévos: and so finally it came down to the human race}. 
“Dicta sunt omnia,” says Quintilian, (Inst. Orat. v. 10), “ ante- 
quam preeciperentur: mox ea scriptores observata et collecta 
ediderunt.” 

Again, Eustathius? refers the origin of the art of rhetoric to 
Homer himself; who, he says, is the author of the entire art of 
words, and from whom are derived all sources of rhetorical 
systems, as rivers flow from the ocean; the great Homeric ocean- 
river, that is, that encircled the world. And further, he declares 
that from Homer is to be learnt the handling of the three kinds 
of oratory, the deliberative, judicial, and declamatory. Indeed 
when we consider the almost religious veneration which was 
paid by the Greeks to the authority of the first and greatest of 
their poets, and that his poems were popularly regarded amongst 
them as the repository of all arts and all knowledge sacred and 


1 Compare on this subject Rhet. 
Anon. ap. Spengel. p. 210, who quotes 
the same line of Homer with the same 
object. What he adds is curious, if not 
exactly true. ‘“‘ Now those who assert 
this do so with the view of magnifying 
the art: but the truth is, that it first 
made its appearance amongst the heroes, 
whence also the derivation of the name 


fr. épely xal (i.e.) \éyew. This has been 
clearly shown by Homer, &c.” See also, 
on the natural and Homeric origin of 
Rhetoric, Quintilian, Inst. Orat. 11. 17. 
5 sq. On the latter, Aul. Gell. N. A. 
VII. 14. 7. 

* Eustath. Procem. in Odyss. p. 1379. 
ad Il. B. p. 221. ap. Ernest. Pref. ad 
Lex. Techn. Greec. p. xxii. 
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profane, it is not to be wondered at that the Seareed Archibep 
of Thessalonica should have atuibuted to ks fo-eurse aunher 
the origin of such an art as rhetoric, fer witch. m fect. there 
was rather more justification than there usally was m cases of 
this kind. Indeed, Hermogenes (ap Epeng. p 6) preseunces 
that “as poetry is an imitation of exerythmg.” % is the eome 
thing to say that Homer is the best of poets, and the fut of 
orators and composers ef speeches. 

But however majestically Agememenen may have decistmed, 
however persuasively the aged Pheratx. or the hones-tongued 
Ulysses, or Nestor with his clear rimging voice, Ac;es Dsdiew éyupy- 
Tys, may have argued or pleaded m the verses of Homer; what- 
ever may have been the force of Achilles’ mndiguant mvective, or 
of the pathetic pleadings of the bereaved Priam fer the bedy 
of his murdered son; me system of rhetoric, loper; pcbsies, BO 
rules of the art existed untd towards the middle of the Sith 
century before Christ. 

Even at Athens, the mative home of eloquence (Cic. Brut.), 
before the arrival of Gorgias em the Leontine embassy m 427 
B.C., Or, at any rate, before the viet of Protagoras, who (Plat. 
Hipp. Maj. 282, p) seems to have been there somewhat cariier, 
no speech had been committed to writimg!. Up to this time no 
statesman or orator had thought of preserving any public 
harangue for the gratification of his contemporaries or the use of 
posterity, whatever amount of paiss and labour he might have 
bestowed upon its ition *. Even the calm and godlike 


1 The speeches in Thucydides are Spemgel, Art. Serpt. p. 61. Plat. 


shown by the style alone, independently 
of all other considerations, to have Leen 
made up from notes and recollections of 
himself and others; the arguments of 
some he himecif invented. See his own 
account of the matter, I. 22. Thase of 


see further Miiller, Hist. Gr. Lit. e. 
xxxiv. § 8, and on speeches in history 
in general, Mure, Hist. Gr. Lit. Bk. rv. 
Ch. vii. § 12, Vol. Iv. p. 499 84q- 

3 See Miiller, op. cit. XXXI. 4. 


Phads. 257, D. Plat. Perickes, type 
ow cies izsdDbdare Tip tia pete 
ondra. Miiler takes no notice of the 
opposing statement of Cicero, Brut. vi. 
27. Periclem, cujus scripta quxdam fe- 
more than that there were m Cicero's 
name, derived, like those of Thucydides, 
from notes or the recollections of some 
of his audience, or perhaps altogether 
spurious. This latter seems to have 
been Quintilian’s opinion, Inst, Orat. 1. 
i. 12. Cicero in Bruto negat ante Peri- 
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dignity of Pericles’ oratory, his weighty pregnant expressions! 
overfull of meaning ?, his lightning flashes of impetuosity 3, the 
lively images which “he left in men’s minds like the sting of 
a bee4,” survived only in men’s recollection as detached frag- 
ments, or as a vague general impression of divine power and 
dignity. 

Sicily, as is well known, was the birthplace of the art of 
rhetoric, where in the kindly soil of the quick-witted, ready, and 
disputatious® Sicilians, it speedily grew and flourished. The 
“invention” of the art is ascribed by Aristotle, ap. Diog. Laert. 
vil. 57, to Empedocles the poet and philosopher of Agrigentum: 
Sext. Empir. vil. 6, uses the more cautious phrase, xexi»nxévat, 
implying that he gave an impetus to the study, or set it in 
motion; a phrase which is translated by Quintilian, m1. 1, “ movisse 
aliqua circa rhetoricen Empedocles dicitur;” and is most likely 
the expression which Aristotle himself employed. Again, Aris- 
totle in the passage of the de Soph. El. already quoted (supr. 
Vol. 1. p. 158) names Tisias as having practised rhetoric pera 


oratorium habeat; ejus aliqua ferri. 


Equidem non reperio quicquam tanta 
eloquentiz fama dignum: ideoque mi- 


7d Kévrpow éyxarékiwe rots dxpow- 
Mévas. 


The whole passage is translated by 


nus miror esse qui nihil ab eo scrip- ¢ Cicero, de Orat. m1. 34. 138; and again 


tum putent; hec autem que feruntur 
ab aliis esse composita. 

1 Periclis succus. Cic. de Orat. 11. 
22, § 93. 

2 Sententiis magis quam verbis ab- 
undans. Ib. 

3 Tepuxréns ‘OvAdumios Horparr’ é- 
Bpévra. Arist. Acharn. 

4 Eupolis Ajuo Fr. 6. Meineke, 
11, 458. The same writer, a contem- 
porary, says of him, that like a good 
runner he distanced all his competitors 
(in the oratorical race) by ten feet, 


wowep ayabol Spots 
ex Séxa rodiw qYper Aéywv Tovs phropas’ 


and again, ‘‘persuasion settled on his 
lips, so great was the charm of his 
words,” 


— welOw ris ewexdOivey emt rots  xel- 
Aeou, 
ovrws éxyre’ Kal pbyos Tov pyropwr 


referred to, Brut. rx. 38. Cum delecta- 
tione etiam aculeos reliquisse in animis 
eorum & quibus esset auditus. Aristotle 
quotes two or three of the most remark- 
able of these ‘‘aculei.” Rhet. L 7, m1. 4, 
III. 10, pp. 129, 19. 130, 1. The famous 
comparison in his funeral oration (which 
does not occur in Thucydides’ version of 
it) of the fall of the youth in battle to 
the loss of the spring from the year, has 
been plagiarized with the most consum- 
mate impudence, and ‘‘disfigured to 
make it pass for his own,” by Euripides, 
Suppl. 448. 

5 Cic. Brut. x11. 46. Siculi acuta gens 
et controversa natura. In Verr. rv. 43. 
95. Nunquam tam male est Siculis quin 
aliquid facete et commode dicant. Like 
the modern Parisians, the Sicilians, in 
the very worst of times, had always some 
joke very much to the point (facetum et 
commodum) ready for the occasion. 


Ce tle Sendsatienl Theirs. = 


Tous wpereus; Incaming, mest probable. pas Spengel inks, 2. 55, 
not.) Empedocies aad Carcax. [DLaesoes. = ps scewent wt cape 
docles, prefixed to hes collecuan wf Se nem ot os pe, 
(p. 61), supposes thes he tamed ener eK wiv VY cope 
but also by precept: But af ie faccer = 2 OO © 
produce except the tradisam tic Gurza was ns gape Ge 
also labours, with a zeal ami iminscy wous ieser~ei 4 cre 
complete success, te find im 25 verses Guam 2 Coes 
and paronomasi, whack be thks Gerscas mex eve capi rom 
him together with hs dress, ax. ani deoeemerp i Oo 
fault of more preewse evidence & seems safer a) amigos Mr Grow 3 
opinion upom the poms, Hist. a Greece. wi. 154. “cust che 
rhetoric ascmbed to hum may hbeve commited manv moo 
teaching or exposition of the same doctrines.” ( via. 215 paved 
system and cosmogony befere mestiweed) Ac any race. < 
highly improbable that be committed te writing ami pubiisied 
any thing in the nature ef rbetemeal rules a seem. 

But, to pass from the fame twiazhe of conjecture mee the 
clearer region ef history, the mmmediate occasion of its growth 
and cultivation, and the causes which m=apressed upon « the 
particular direction which % at first took, are stated by Cicera, 
from Aristotle’s lost work, the ewejey] reyrus, in an often quoted 
passage of the Brutus, c. 17. He there tells os that the regular 
and systematic study ef rhetoric origmated in the requirements 
of the times succeeding the expulsion of the tyramts viz. the 
Gelonian dynasty; Gelo and his brothers, Hiero and Thrasybuius, 
were tyrants m succession till Bc. £65, when the last was ex- 
pelled. Grote, H. Gr. v. ch. 43, p. 316 sq... The citizens who 
had been banished and dispossessed of their property now 
returned and revived their clams, which led to a vast deal of 
litigation; and Corax and Tisias}, the reputed inventors of the 
art, drew up a system and technical rules; whereas, before this 
period, though elaborate speeches had been made and committed 
to writing [i.e. if the assertion is true at all, only to assist the 
orator in the composition of his speech, not because such were’ 
supposed to have, like poems, an independent interest of their 
own] no one had composed by rule of art. 

It was then the nature of the circumstances by which the 
new art was fostered and developed, as well as the superior 

1 Cic. Brut. c. 12; de Orat. I. 20, § 91; Quint. mI. 1, In 17. 7. 
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utility of the forensic branch of it; especially in democratic 
states, where every citizen was exposed to legal processes and 
obliged to plead his own cause; that led to the almost exclusive 
cultivation of the judicial kind of rhetoric, and the neglect of 
the nobler department of the art, the deliberative kind, on 
which Aristotle, Plato and Isocrates severely comment in pas- 
sages already referred to. See ante, Vol. u pp. 164, 158, 
and the note there. 

It was at this time, and in consequence of this state of 
affairs, that Corax, a man who had availed himself of his great 
oratorical powers to acquire influence amongst his fellow- 
eitizens—and who thus farnishes another exemplification of the 
rule that in times of civil commotion and revolution the lawyers 
or men of words generally contrive to get uppermost—began to 
reduce to system and to commit to writing some rules of the 
art which “had taught himself to rise.” This réx»7 of Corax is 
noticeable not only as the earliest “art of rhetoric,” but also as 
the first theoretical book on any branch of art!. Mill. Hist. 
Gr. Lit. xxxu. 3. One of the principal subjects treated in it 
seems to have been the technical division of a speech. Mill. l.c. 
This according to Corax was fivefold, spooitsuo» (prelude, exor- 
dium), dj;yo1s (statement of the case, narratio, which, in its 
limited technical sense, belongs only to the forensic branch of 
rhetoric. Ar. Rhet. m1. 13), dyéves (arguments in its support, or, 
more generally, the discussion of the arguments on either side), 
sapéxBaors (digression from the main subject, subsidiary and in- 
direct arguments; apparently, such as an attack upon the cha- 
racter of your antagonist or an encomium upon your own; 
‘anything «pds émixovpiay rey Aecyoutvwr wap airov), and émidrcyos 
(peroratio, dvaxeadaiwors, a review or summary of the principal 
points of the case). The explanations of these technical terms 
are taken from the Proleg. in Hermogenem, Spengel, p. 25. 
A more complicated and minute subdivision was subsequently 
introduced, and Plato in the Pheedrus amuses himself at the 
expense of the inventors of many of these terms of art: but 
Isocrates had the merit of sweeping them all away, and reducing 
the parts of a speech to four, viz. spooimor, dutynos, wiores, 


1 It was probably written earlier by Suidas, and that upon the propor- 
than the treatise of Sophocles on the tions of the human body by Polycletus 
management of the Chorus mentioned the Sculptor. 


Ou the Sephusticel Riateric. 4 


éxQoyes; & division whack was afterwards renerallv retamed, 
though Cicero, de Orat. m 19, 9, suys thes there were these 
who divided % imto four, five, ax, ar eves seven parts. The 
“natural” division, according te the same anthor, de Or. 739, 
307, is into five parts, exerdzam, marratio. cenfirmatio, refatatin, 
peroratio, though subsequently, § 351, be seems to add a auth, 
propositio, distinguishing it from marratio. In the came treate, 
1. 19, 86, we are told that the writers om rhetoric “ crammed” 
their works with disquisitions upon “ trifies” ikke these, to the 
«neglect of weightier matters. These costemptnous expressions 
belong to the philosopher Charmadas (or Charmides), whom 
Cicero quotes; and he further declares, that these men were 
not only absolutely devoid of the knowledge (of politics, the 
ignorant of the true system and method of speaking. I have 
quoted this passage principally becanse it expresses an opinion 
in entire conformity with that ef Plato upom the value of the 
sophistical contributions to the science of rhetoric. See ante, 
Vol. u. p. 154. 

But to return from this digression. We learn from Anstotle, 
Rhet. m1. 24, p. 109. 8, that Corax’s treatise pretended farther to 
give instruction in the method of arguing a case, and the sources 
from which arguments might be derived. He confined himself 
however to the illustration of a single résos', that of ro cixés: a 


1 This technical term résos, and the 
Latin translation of it, locus, seem to 
have two meanings, sometimes includ- 
ing, sometimes distinguished from, crowds 
76x03, locus communis. When they are 
distinguished, the former signifies a topic, 
subject, or source of argument. Sedes 
e quibus argumenta promuntur. Cic. 
Topic. c. 2, answering to Bacon’s Topica, 
de Augm. Scient. v. c. 3: the latter 
(locus communis) written illustrations of 
often-recurring topics or arguments on 
both sides of a disputed question; such 
as those which the Sophists gave their 
pupils to learn by heart, and of which 
Protagoras was the first composer. 
Cic. Brut. c. 12. Protagoras scripsit re- 
rum illustrium disputationes, que nunc 
_ appellantur communes loci; Bacon’s 


Promptuaria, see ante, VoL. II. p. 159, not. 
They were called xowol, communes, be- 
cause they treat of generals or univer- 
sale, and not particular instances. Quia 
de univers& re tractari solent. Cic. de 
Orat. 01. 27, § 106. Many passages 
are collected on this subject by Ernesti, 
Lex. Techn. Gr. et Lat. s. vv. rémos, locus. 
téros, in the former, more general, sense, 
is defined by Aristotle, Rhet. 1. 2. pp. 
10, 22, II. 10, and a great number of 
them enumerated, 11. 33. He makes a 
distinction, which was not adopted by 
later writers, between rérwo: and efSy: 
the former being sources of arguments 
which might be applied universally to all 
subjects, equally, as he says, to physics 
and ethics, and anything else ; the latter, 
al xad’ Exacroy ydvos ldlas wxpordcas, 
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‘ mode of arguing which continued in fashion with the early 
sophistical rhetoricians, as we see by Plato’s constant allusions 
to it. Aristotle exemplifies this réros by an illustration taken 
from Corax’s own work, prefacing it with the words “and out 
of this réros Corax’s art is entirely constructed.” ‘ For whether 
a man be not (naturally) liable to the charge brought against 
him, as for instance, if one weak in body be put upon his trial 
for an assault, [the rdéros of rd elkés may be made to apply], 
for [the defendant may plead] it was ‘improbable:’ or again, 
if he be (naturally) liable (to such a charge), as for instance, 
if the man be strong [it may be argued that (lit. the réros may 
again apply, for)] it is not likely, for it was likely to be thought 
so (i.e. likely). And similarly in all other cases: for a man must 
of necessity be liable or not liable to the charge, whatever it is: 
now both seem to be probable, but the one és so in reality, the 
other not absolutely, but in the way that has been explained.” 
Aristotle had before “explained” the nature of the unfairness 
practised. It is, says he, an apparent (dawdpevory) argument, 
resting on a confusion between general and special probability 
(i. e. that which is generally probable and that which is so only 
under given conditions of time, place and circumstance) as 
Agathon (a disciple of this school) says, 
ray’ av tts eixds ard rovr’ elvat Aéyor 
Bporoies moANa Tuyxavery ox eixdéral. 

‘‘for improbabilities do come to pass, so that even what is 
contrary to probability is probable; but if so, the improbable is 
probable. But it is not so absolutely and generally; but as in 
the case of the épcrsol (debaters for debate’s sake, quibblers, 
sophistical sham-philosophers) the cheat is produced by the 
omission of the circumstances, relation, and mode, so here too . 
‘the being contrary to probability,’ is not an absolute but a 
special probability.” This rhetorical mine of ré elkés was worked 
likewise by Tisias the pupil with similar zeal and assiduity, as 
we learn from Plato, Pheedr. 273, B, where with a slight varia- 
tion the same illustration is given as that which Aristotle attri- 


only supplied arguments adapted to uacrixol are stated by Menander to be, 
a special given subject. But subse- és, y&eois, picts, dvarpopy, wardela, 
quently all sources of arguments, and émirndevpara. 

all general topics were included under 1 Comp. Poet. 18. p. 172. .6. 

the term réros: thus the tora éyxw- 
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butes to the séym of Corax. “Then let Tisias tell us this 
-again, whether he means by ‘the probable’ anything else but 
the opinion of the mob.” “Why what else can he mean?” 
“ Well then it seems he introduced into his treatise the following 
rule, at once ingenious and artistic, which he had discovered, 
that if one that is weak but courageous be put upon his trial 
for beating and robbing of his cloak or anything else a strong 
coward, in that case neither of them is to speak the truth, but 
the coward is to say that the brave man was not alone when he 
knocked him down, whilst the other is to refute him on this 
point by showing that they were alone, and to throw in this 
argument into the bargain: (xaraypycac6u, to squander or lavish 
upon his case), ‘And how was it likely that a man such as I 
should have attacked a fellow like that” The other will take 
good care not to admit his own poltroonery, but will try to 
coin some other lie, and so perhaps some how or other give 
his adversary an opportunity of convicting him. And upon all 
other points the precepts of the art are very much of the same 
kind.” 

Antiphon too, who though not actually a disciple of the 
sophistical school of rhetoricians, was yet so much under their 
influence that he may fairly be reckoned amongst them, employs 
this same method of arguing in the three surviving school 
exercises (eAéra:) called Tetralogies!. An analysis of the first 
of them, showing the use which is made of this réros, is given 
by Miiller, Hist. Gk. Lit. xxxm. 2, and it occurs likewise in the 
other two. 

Corax’s “art” may therefore be properly defined as “the 
art of cheating:” it contained nothing like science or system, 
unless the technical division of the speech deserves to be so 
called; it confined itself to a single topic, and gave a series of 
practical illustrations, (one of which Aristotle quotes as a spe- 
cimen) showing how the quibble above described might be 
turned to account. It resembled, to use Aristotle’s illustration 
of the pre-Socratic philosophy, the imperfect lisping stammering 
utterance of an infant?; and was the childish—childlike in all but 


1 $So called because each of them con- 3 Verrfouéry 8 Lorcxey 7) mpdrn oe 
sists of four parts, viz. a speech and ogodla. Arist. Metaph. A. 
reply by both plaintiff and defendant. 
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the simplicity and innocence of childhood—commencement of 
an art which attained its scientific maturity in Aristotle’s own 
work on the subject. Hence too the early definition of rhetoric, 
setOovs Onusoupyés, &@ definition which prevailed, as we have seen, 
to the time of Isocrates, who is erroneously named as the 
- author of it by Quintilian, Inst. Orat. 0. 15. 4. 

The practice of the new art which was in strict conformity 
with the precepts, is amusingly illustrated by a story told of 
the intercourse between Corax and his pupil Tisias!. It is 
related in the Prolegom. ad Hermog. (Spengel, p. 26), and if 
not true, at any rate deserves to be quoted for the light it 
throws upon the nature of the new art and the character of 
its professors in the estimation of the public who invented, cir- 
culated and believed it. Besides, “ There be bricks alive at this 
day”——the proverb namely, which is quoted at the conclusion— 
to testify to the truth of it. It relates how after Tisias had 
-under the instructions of his master qualified himself for prac- 
tice in the courts of law, he refused to pay him his fee: and 
upon being brought to trial for the breach of engagement he 
placed Corax in the following dilemma. Corax, he asked, what 
did you profess to teach me? To persuade any one you please, 
replies Crowe. Well then, if so, answered Tisias, I persuade 
you to forego your promised fee, and so have nothing to pay: 
but on the other hand, if I have not persuaded you, you have 
failed to fulfil your engagement, and so I owe you nothing. To 
which Mr Crowe is reported to have replied. “in the same 
figure” (é rg@ airg cyjpart), If I taught you to persuade, and 
so enabled you to persuade me not to accept my fee, you ought 
to pay it me because I have taught you what I undertook to 
teach: or if again you fail to persuade me to refuse it, still 
you ought to pay me because you have not persuaded me not 
to accept anything. Whereupon the judges instead of a verdict 
are said to have pronounced the following sentence, which 
passed into a proverb, xaxot Képaxos xaxa ad. “ Bad Crow, bad 
eggs?.” 

‘1 The same story, with alterations 3 Spengel seems to be led a little too 
and additions, which can scarcely be said far in his ardour to establish the credit 
to improve it, is told by Aulus Gellius, of his rhetorical authority, when he 


_ Noct. Att. v. 10, of Protagoras and hig quotes in support of it, Cic. de Orat. m1. 
wealthy pupil Euathlus. 31.81, as a proof that Cicero recognised. 


Ce the Sephsaticn’ Zoateric a5 


This story—ehech wes be commieret = = wee weeeere 
warranted by the exeecece of the prrvern— ames OD VEE 
purposes the mfaet pracuee of Coeues cram 22 som. oni 
may help to Mimstrate the chererter w@ oS erdex .oue ers. 
It reminds us very stremgiy of the west wae Scenemies 
has in view when be repams te the Seorace “ tae “Oe 
ment” to learm the art—sephuers fr colei * —ceme« @2 
make the worse appear the beruer came oni w detrei iis 
creditors. I presume that me ome wil veemre 2 sez: —nt 
the cause ef truth and jestice was ike = 2G nOrt mint 
by the practice ef Cerax and Tiss, the “invenuurs of Se sr: of 
Rhetoric.” 

Tisias appears to have emjpeved a sreseer ceizariy w a 
teacher and writer upoe rheteree thee bis moter. ami deere 
the mvention ef the art is someteess wertei wm = Tos 
in Cic. de Inv. 1 2 6, he is spoken @ 35 pripecps accor 
Inventor, the author amd origmetor of «. the alceceal terms 
which he apples to Corer and Tisms. de Orac. >). 31; and 
even Plato in the Pheedrus takes wo motice of Corax: bat by 
the way in which be smgies cut Tistis and sets bem ep ce be 
talked at and instructed m the tree art of rbetore. 723. B—7, 4.0, 
he seems to select him as the founder. or at least as the repre- 
sentative, of his school. His method of imstrection 5 thes 
described in the same dialogue, 267.4. “And shall we let Tisms 
and Gorgias rest in oblivion? Who saw that probability was 
more to be valued than truth, and agam make (im their then 
the great small, and give the new an old fashioned appearance, 
and make the opposite seem new!, and invented for all subjects 


the proverb, and so becomes a witness 
of the truth of the story. The passage 
runs thus: Quare Coracem istum ves- 
trum patiamur nos quidem pullos suos 
excludere in nido, qui evolent, clamato- 
res odiosi ac molesti. ‘‘ Therefore let ws 
by all means allow your friend Crowe to 
hatch his young in the nest, in order 
that they may fly away—the odious 
tiresome praters,” [or bawlers—noisy 
wretches—not ‘‘ croakers.” See c. 34, 
§ 138, Hunc non clamator aliquis (rhe- 


docuerat—where he is a dog and not a 
bard, cf. de Clar. Or. c. 49]. Here it is 
manifest that Cicero is alluding to no 
proverb at all, but merely making a very 
obvious pun upon the word Corax—a 
pun which nothing but our respect for 
his great name and reputation could 
prevent us from pronouncing a very in- 
different one. 

1 [ have followed Ast in my transla- 
tion, though galver Oar rorotcr dpxalws is 
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rules for conciseness and indefinite expansion'. But when I 
once told Prodicus this he burst out laughing, and said that 
he himself was the only real discoverer of the sort of speech 
required by the rules of art: and what was required was that it 
should be neither too long nor too short, but just of the proper 
length.” From this description we may gather that in Tisias’ 
treatise and manner of instruction there was nothing of scientific 
value, no higher object was aimed at than the inculcation of a 
few tricks and artifices in reasoning and composition which 
might be available in practice to impose on the understandings 
and tickle the ears of an ignorant and excitable audience. The 
séyyy Of Tisias which contained all these valuable recipes and 
specifics is referred to Phsedr. 273, a, and would seem to have 
been an enlarged and corrected edition of the preceding “ art” 
of Corax. He is mentioned also by Aristotle, de Soph. Elench. 
p. 183. b. 312, as one of the earliest and most distinguished 
contributors to the regular and methodical treatment of the 
subject. Ticias pev pera rovs xpérovs—the oi xparos being, it is to 
be presumed, Empedocles and Corax—at least we know of none 
earlier than they. We are informed by Pausanias that he ac- 
companied his pupil Gorgias to Athens on the embassy which. 


somewhat doubtful Greek. To under- 
stand with Stalibaum Aéyew dddoxover 
from the preceding words is intolerably 
harsh, and, I think, inadmissible. 

1 These words are probably taken 
from the réyyy of Tisias or Gorgias. 
Isocrates, the pupil of the latter, em- 
ploys exactly the same language in de- 
scribing the power of rhetoric, Paneg. 
p- 42, § 8. of Adyou Toradrny Exover Thy 
gtow dad" olév r’ elvar repl Taév abréy 
wod\axes ebiyhoacOa, Kal rd Te pé- 
yara Tarewh wotfoa Kal Trois puxpots 
péyeOos wepiBetvat, xal rd Te wadad 
cawis SeNOeiy cal wept rdv veworl ye- 
yonpéruw dpxalws elrety. 

3 In noticing this passage again, I 
must take the opportunity of acknow- 
ledging and apologizing for an uninten- 
tional injustice which I did to the early 
professors of Rhetoric, in the use I 
made of it in a former article, Journal, 


o- 


Vol.  p. 159. Aristotle makes no 
“complaint” of any of the Rhetoricians 
except Gorgias, and, by implication, of 
those who followed the same method. 
Indeed in a very unphilosophical spirit 
of self-commendation he is comparing 
the considerable progress made in the 
study of Rhetoric with the absolute 
non-existence of the kindred science of 
logic, until it sprang, like Minerva, in 
complete panoply—or rather perhaps 
like a hedgehog with all its prickles 
erect—out of his own teeming brain. 
It is evident, however, from the dispar- 
aging remarks (quoted p. 157) with which 
he opens his treatise on Rhetoric, that 
when he talks in the other place of the 
great progress made in that study, he 
is referring merely to the extent and 
amount, and not to the value, of the 
contributions made to the art by its 
earlier practitioners. 
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the Leontines dispatched in 427 (Thucyd. m1. 86) to mvite the 
aid of the Athenians against the encroschments ef Syracuse. 
He 1s also said to have joined the new colony of Thurii on its 
foundation, where he gave instruction to the orator Lysias. 
He afterwards came into Greece, und there, according to Diony- 
sius of Halicarnassus, together with Prodicus and Gorgias enjoyed 
the privilege of contributing to form the mind and taste of the 
youthful Isocrates. I believe this is all that is known about 
him. Tisias is one of the somewhat numerous omissions im 
Smith’s Dictionary of Biography. 

We must now take notice of the contributions of the early 
Sophists to the nascent studies of grammar, prosody, and crzi- 
ticism—prose composition and style im general being treated 
by the ancients as a branch of Rhetoric. We shall find that 
what Aristotle says of arts in general is especially true of these, 
ra €£ twapyns cipexdpera pixpay rd xpaeren exidoew apSavew cinbe.... 
Swep...cupPepnxe, oyedio Se wepi ras GAdas axewas réyvas. Oi pew yep 
Tas Gpyos evpdvres wavyrehas éxi puxpdy Ts wpoyyeyor. 

Amongst the earlier professors of Rhetoric two different ten- 
dencies in taste and style of composition manifested themselves 
from the outset; impressed upon them severally by. local influ- 
ences, and the taste prevailing in the place of their birth or 
education or the scene of their exertions. The several aims of 
these two classes of rhetoricians may be expressed by two terms 
which we find applied to Protagoras and Polus in Plato, though 
they are not employed by him in a technical sense. The Sicilian 
school, of which Gorgias, Polus, and their follower Alcidamas 
may be taken as representatives, made ciésea, “ornate, fine 
speaking,” their object; the Greek school, of which Protagoras, 
Prodicus, and Hippias were the leading members, aimed at 
épcéweaa, correct speaking and composition!, It is to be observed 
that the former style, which has been already described, Vol. 1. 
p. 160, popular as it was at its first appearance, never gained a 
permanent footing at Athens: it was of course eminently un, 
suitable for the law-courts?, for which most of the extant speeches 


1 This was first pointed out bySpen- deus xoupdryros peréxovras, [as for 
gel, Art. Script. example the dgeAts Adyos of Lysias] ov's 

2 See Isocr. Panath. § 1. rods (sc. of Sewot wept rods dyavas wapauwobcs Tots 
Abyous) dxAds elpficOa: Soxodvras kal wn- vewrdpots wedeTGy. 
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were written; but even in Isocrates, the pupil of its most distin- 
guished representative, to whose subjects and mode of treating 
them it might have seemed more germane, it appears only ina 
very modified and subdued form, chiefly in the shape of elabo- 
rate antitheses (dvrixceémm Aéfis), on which indeed his style is 
based, see Miiller, H. Gr. L. xxxvu. 4, 5. 

The “Greek” rhetoricians are consequently those to whom 
the sciences of grammar and philology owe their origin; and 
Protagoras has the credit of being the first who attracted atten- 
tion to the subject. The contents of his work which he named 
-"Opoexea, mentioned by Plato, Pheedr. 267, c, are to some extent 
matter of conjecture, as we have no precise account of the 
nature of them, and the word itself may include etymological 
investigations, discriminations of words, the correct choice of 
proper words (xupiodefia), the proper forms of words, as well as 
grammatical and philological speculations; and all these sub- 
jects seem to have been handled by Protagoras and the So- 
_phists. But the etymological speculations of Protagoras we 
know from Cratylus, 391, c, to have been contained in another 
work, the ‘Adjdea, as Stallb. rightly infers from Hermogenes’ 
reply in the passage referred to: and the opinion of Spengel 
is probably correct, that it touched merely upon some ele- 
mentary points of grammar and similar matters. He adds 
that it was not of a systematic or scientific character, and 
that the precepts it contained were probably of a somewhat 
trifling kind}. | 

Without venturing therefore to pronounce positively upon this 
point, we will proceed to enumerate the extant specimens of his 
lucubrations on this and kindred subjects, and leave it in the 
doubt in which it is likely to remain to which of his numerous 
works they severally belonged. 

We are informed by Aristotle, Rhet. nr. 5, that Protagoras 
was the first who distinguished the genders of nouns—meaning 
of course not that he was the first who said 6 Adyos, 7 oixia, but 
that he first attempted to classify nouns of the three genders, 
and gave them general names. The names he gave them were 
dppeva, Ojdea, and oxetn. The latter were afterwards called more 


1 ép80érea media erat inter rhetoricam et grammaticam. R. and Pr. H. Ph. 
Gr. § 184, not. ; 
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appropriately ra perafi dvdpara, Poet. c. 21, p. 176. 8, de Soph. 
El. 14. 173, b. 29, before they settled into their final designation 
ovdérepa, neutra. The term oxeios may be extended so as to com- 
prehend all things composite and artificial, comp. Plat. Soph. 219, 
A!; and so may stand for all inanimate objects of which it actu- 
ally includes a large portion. I gather from a passage of the 
de Soph. El. p. 173, b. 40, that Protagoras’ classification de- 
pended on the real distinction of objects into animate and 
inanimate, those which have sex and those which have none, 
and was not the artificial classification of Greek grammar. His 
three classes consisted of males, females, and inanimate objects 
which have no sex*. The reason for the name assigned by 
Liddell and Scott in their Lexicon, “because most neuters in -o» 
denote an implement,” is not true; and if it were, would not 
account for the designation, for there are many other neuter ter- 
minations besides -o»y in the Greek language. He seems to have 
assigned a particular gender to each termination of nouns, and to 
have proposed to accommodate the termination to its gender, by 
altering either the termination or the gender when it did not suit 
his rule—at least this seems to be implied in the following passage 
of Aristotle, de Soph. Elench. 14, p. 173, b. 17: “ What a solecism 
is has been explained before. A man may make one, or he may 
make an apparent but not a real one, or one that is real but not 
apparent, as Protagoras said, if pis and mjAné are masculine: 
for according to him, if any one says otAopen (referring to the 
second line of the Iliad) he is guilty of a solecism, but does not 
appear to be so to the rest of the world; whereas the man who 
SAYS ovNduevoy appears to be guilty of one, but is not so in 
reality.” From this we may infer that Protagoras held -:s and 
-n£ to be masculine terminations, and would have altered the 


1 Td tivOerov xal rracrdv, 8 5) oKxevos 
wvopdKca ey. 

3 The words of Aristotle are, xal éxl 
Toy Neyonévwv pey ocKevav, éxdvrwv Se 
Onrelas 3} dppevos kijcw (i.e. which are 
classed as oxe’y, but have a masc. or 
femin. termination and article, and so 
pass for masc. or femin.) Soa yap els 7d 
o xal 7d yv TeXeuTG, Tadra pdva oKevous 
Exet KAfjow, olov EvNOv, cxolviov, TA Se wy 
ovrws dppevos 7 Oreos, dy Ena pépomer 

Vou, III. March, 1856. 


éxl ra oxetyn, olov doxds nev dppev rob- 
voua, k\lyn 5¢ O7Av. The passage seems 
to me to proceed upon the supposi- 
tion that all inanimate objects are pro- 
perly called oxetyn, but in the more 
limited sense of the word, and in the 
vulgar apprehension, only those which 
have a neuter termination and article 
(of which the termination o» is taken 
as an instance) receive that appella- 
tion. 


4 
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gender in conformity '. 


But in Aristophanes, Nub, 668—692, he 


is made—for Protagoras, and not Socrates, is the real culprit 
here—to alter the terminations of ddexrptov and xdp8oros to suit 
the feminine gender—and “the occasion is improved” by the 
poet to throw in some doubts about the sex, and therefore the 
proper termination, of KAedvupos and Apvvias. 

Protagoras likewise treated of the divisions of the A\dyos?, and 


1 Alexander ad loc. ws Tpwraydpas’ 
OUTOs yap Tov ufww Kal rdov wHArnKa Edeye 
wee. Wor’ exelvy pev epalvero cororrlfew 
6 Aéyew Thy wivw Kal Thy wihdnKa, Tots 
8@ wodXols oJ. Grifenhan, Gesch. der 
Philol. 8 25. p. 116, supposes Protago- 
ras’ theory to refer to substantives of 
two genders, or of different genders in 
different dialects: er hilt es fiir ein 
sprachfebler, he adds, wenn man z. B. 
ein in attischer sprache als masculin 
gebraiichliches wort mit Homer als fe- 
minin gebrauchen wollte. He takes no 
notice of the scholium of Alexander, 
which directly contradicts his explana- 
tion; nor of the passage quoted p. 49, 
not. 2, which is, I confess, very difficult 
to bring into harmony with the others. 

* Brandis in his article on Protago- 
ras, Smith’s Dict. of Biogr. Vol. u11., 
and Dr Donaldson, New Crat. § 125, 
note, assert that he distinguished the 
moods of verbs, and Brandis adds 
‘‘tenses ;” for the latter statement there 
is certainly no foundation, (can Bran- 
dis have been misled by the words xa 
wpiros wépn xpbvov diwpiwe, which oc- 
cur in Diogenes, Ix. 52%), and I do 
not think that the words of Diogenes, 
IX. 53, Aristotle, Poet. c. 19, and still 
less those of Quintilian, 111. 4, § 10, the 
authors appealed to in support of the 
opinion, justify this interpretation. Dio- 
genes says, deetAe Tov Adyor mpiiros els 
téccapa, evxwrhy, eowrncw, drdxpicu, 
évro\jv, which Quintilian translates. 
Now supposing that by evxw\} we may 
- understand the optative, and by évro) 
the imperative, what moods do épwrncis 
_ and dwéxpiois represent? and why are 


the indicative and subjunctive omitted ! 
even if we were to allow that Protago- 
ras was 80 far in advance of the gram- 
matical notions of antiquity as to have 
anticipated the view of some modern 
grammarians (Dr Latham for example, 
English Language, Pt. Iv. c. 17, § 342 
sq.) that the infinitive is no mood of the 
verb at all. But the whole context of 
Diogenes and Quintilian shows that 
they are speaking of something differ- . 
ent. After the words already quoted 
Divgenes proceeds thus: of dé els éwra, 
diiynow, épwrnow, dwrdéxpiow, évrod, 
dwrayyeNlay, etxywrhv, KAjow, obs xal 
wvOuévas elme Néywv. This with the 
exception of xAjots is Aristotle’s divi- 
sion, Poct. c. 19. p. 172. 29. He calls 
them oxjpara THs Néfews, and adds the 
observation, d ori elddvar rhs tro- 
KpiTexjs kal Trot Thy Totadrnp é- 
XovrTos adpxerexrovexyy, oloy rl é 
TOAH, Kal Tl edxh Kal Supynots Kal dared} 
kal épwrnois xat amdxpiots, Kal ef rt 
ddXo Towobrov. ’AxiSduas 82, continues 
Diogenes, rérrapas déyous gdyol, Pdov, 
drépacw, épwrnow, mpocaydpevow. Ei- 
ther of these classifications will be found 
still more difficult to identify with the 
moods of verbs than that of Protagoras: 
yet itis obvious that they all proceed upon 
the same principle, and have the same 
intention. That intention seems to aim 
at the classification of all expressions of 
thought, or speech (Adyos) in general. 
Grafenhan, Gesch. der Philol. § 23. 
p. rr4, and § 26. p. 118, considers it 
‘‘ problematical” whether Protagoras 
meant to distinguish “moods of the 
verb,” or ‘‘modes of speech.” In an 


On the Sophistical Rhetoric. 51 
classified modes of expression under four heads, question, 
answer, prayer, and command. Aristotle calls them cyjpara ris 
hefews, “figures of speech,” Poet. c. 19, and adds to these four 
narration (deryno:s, which might stand for the indicative were 
there any question of the moods of the verb), and menace 
(dwecAy); other attempts of a like kind are enumerated by 
Diogen. Laert. 1x. 53, and Quintil. m1. 4, § 9,10. The use to 
which Protagoras put his classification is illustrated by an exam- 
ple in Aristotle, 1. c., who introduces the criticism with the 
remark that it is not of any particular value as applied to 
poetry—and I think he need not have confined his remark to 
poetry, if the specimen he gives is a fair sample of Protagorean 
criticism——“ for what mistake can one suppose to have been made 
in what Protagoras finds fault with, that (the poet) namely, 
intending a prayer expresses a command when he says, pjow 
dee Gea? for to bid a person, says he, to do or not to do anything 
is an order.” 

One of the subjects of instruction at the Socratic thinking- 
establishment in the Nubes is prosody, the art of versification, 
and rhythm, wep! pérpor 9 wepi exaw § pvdper, V. 638, from which, as 
well as other passages, we may conclude that Protagoras and the 
Sophists then known at Athens speculated and taught in such 
matters—és, must of course mean “ verses,” and not “ words,” as 


anonymous Rhet. (Spengel, p. 209) we 
find two more such classifications il/us- 
trated by examples, which will, I think, 
settle the question. The first is that 


Touro dtaddpew G\\fhuw..... Tos Be 
ddrAous éxl roy dvaparsrixiw avd-youcw, 
xabeo évdéyera: xal Yevd7 elvac xal adh. 
Hee divisio, say Ritter and Preller, 


of the Peripatetica—they divided the 
déyos into five heads—evxrixés, wpoorax- 
Tuxbs, Epwrnparixés, dwoparrixés, KN7TI- 
xs. These modes are illustrated by 
three imperative and two indicative 
moods, contained in four passages from 
Homer, and one frpm a comic poet 
whose name is not given. To these five 
the Stoics added other six, viz. rvopa- 
tuxbs, éramropyrixés (both modifications 
of the épwrnparixés), Oavyacrixés, éro- 
porucés, Stasagpyrixés, broderués ; which 
are all illustrated by indicatives. Kal 
Tovruyw pev of Tlepraryrixol Tov wuopa- 
Texdy kal row éwamropyrixiy éxl Tov épw- 
Thparixdy \éyor dxd-youo. tip Sri Kara 


Hist. Phil. § 184, not., quanquam ad 
rhetoricam potius quam ad grammati- 
cam pertinet, (cf. Quintil. |. c.) tamen ad 
verbi quoque modos observandos et dis- 
jangendos adhibebatur. It waa so ap- 
plied, because these propositions must 
be expressed by verbs, but was not a 
complete distinction of moods, nor ap- 
parently iftended to be so. What fol- 
lows is really too bad: Sicuti alia insu- 
per Protagoras inani grammaticorum 
principiorum ostentatione novare cona- 
batur—and all this because the poor 
man distinguished the three genders of 
substantives ! 


42 
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Spengel believes, who supposes it to refer to the “words” and 
their genders ufterwards discussed—jvOyoi most likely included 
the cultivation of harmonious writing in prose as well as in verse. | 
In Aristotle’s Rhetoric there is a chapter, iii. 8, upon the rhythm 

of prose composition, in which all the feet and measures which 

belong properly to verse are referred to and discussed; and the 

treatment of this subject continued to find place in all arts of 

Rhetoric. No doubt Protagoras’ instructions in this department 

embraced the use of some of the rhetorical figures which were 

now coming into vogue, the object of which was to give a mea. 

sured harmony to the speech, and to compensate the ear for the 

loss of the cadences of verse, which constituted the greater por- 
tion of the then existing literature, and by which the taste of the 

audience had been formed and cultivated. 

Another favorite occupation of the Sophists was the criticism 
of the poets: a specimen of Protagoras’ talents in this depart- 
ment, given by Plato in the dialogue of the same name, is too 
well known to need further comment. Protagoras’ principal 
work, the ‘AAj6ea, which contained the exposition of his philoso- 
phical principles, was also partly occupied with speculations on 
language and etymology!. The nature of these we may partly 
infer from Plato’s Cratylus, cc. iii, iv. They went under the 
general name of wept dvoparav dpOdérnros, which may signify, the 
right meaning, or the right use, or the right derivation of words. 
His theory of language seems to have been supplementary 
to his great philosophical doctrine, rdvrewy pérpov dvOpwros; aS man 
is the measure of all truth, so he is the measure of words: lan- 
guage is as arbitrary, and uncertain, and fluctuating as everything 
else: & Gy éxacros p7j tT dvopa eivat, rovrd éorw éxdor dvopa...xat Groga 
Gv hy tis éxaorp dvdpara eivat, rocaira éorat: xa rére éxorav Pj. Ov yap 
éxw éywye, say8s Hermogenes, who lays down the principle in general 
terms, cvoparos GAAny épOdrnta H ravtny, éuol pév Erepov elvat (i.e. é£eiva) 
cadewy éxaore dvopa 6 eyo eOéunv, col 8€ érepov & av ov. Just as cities, he 
continues, have different names applied to them by Greeks and 
barbarians, and one is just as good and as true as the other. 
From such a theory the paradox maintained by the Sophists, and 
by Aristophanes, easily follows: bs ov« Zor: Yevdj A€éyew, OF in other 
words, oix éorw dvrikéyew—for the two are identical (see Euthydem. 
286, c); and both were held by “ Protagoras and his followers,” 


' Compare the passage before cited, Cratyl. 391, B, 0. 


On the Sophistical Rhetoric. 53 


of api Lpereydpar, Euthyd.1.c. However, the paradox is imme- 
diately derived from the denial of the existence of ro pj é&: but 
the philological and philosophical doctrines of “ Protagoras and 
his followers” were consistent m their sceptical absurdity. 

Another use which was made of Etymology by some of the 
Sophists was to employ it in support of their peculiar opinions in 
defiance of reason and common sense, by assigning derivations 
which harmonized with their views to the terms expressing their 
leading principles, or the great objects with which their philoso- 
phy was conversant, or nature, or the gods; as when an Orphic 
derives copa from calew; donover becbas of api “Opdea reiro rd Svopa, 
es Siany SBovons ris Wuyas...rovrow dé repiBodrow éyew iva ce{nrat, decpory- 
piou cixowa, Cratyl. 400, c; or when a Heraclitean derives ‘Péea and 
Kposos from pew and xpovrcs, Ib. 402, B. This was especially the 
practice of the Heracliteans, and therefore Cratylus, the living 
representative of that sect, is chosen to give a name to the dia- 
logue. A string of etymologies is suggested for their benefit in 
accordance with their tenet of the universal flux, p. 411 8q., as 
pornors from gopas xai pou vonors, or from gopas dynos ; apery from aed 
peiy dewpeirn, and so forth—most of which are indeed “extempor- 
ised” by Plato; but in order to show that his derivations are no 
caricatures, he tells us that perhaps the absurdest of them all, dixaso» 
from du:aidy (to express the “pervading” nature of justice), the « 
being added cicropias évexa, had been actually proposed by some 
of these philosophers. To combat such a perversion of the study 
of language, and to meet such speculators on their own ground, 
by showing them that their own weapons might be employed 
with equal effect against themselves, and that words so derived 
and interpreted might be made to support any philosophical 
views whatever, is the object of the burlesque dialogue of the 
Cratylus: and we find in this the key to the solution of that 
riddle which so long baffled the ingenuity of ancient and modern 
commentators of Plato. See on this subject Donaldson, New 
Cratylus, § 60. 

Now without disparaging the ingenuity and versatile genius 
of. Protagoras, and fully admitting the truth of the observation 
of Aristotle above quoted, that the first steps in all arts, though 
the most important, are apt to make a very small advance in 
the subject, I think we must allow from the specimens above 
detailed—and they are all that I can find recorded—that his 
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speculations in the incipient sciences of grammar, philology, 
logic and criticism were not of a very valuable or important 
character; even where they were not positively mischievous, as 
some of them appear to have been. His distinction of the genders 
of nouns is certainly useful but not very recondite; in the rest 
I confess I can see little merit. 

Here therefore as elsewhere the sophist and charlatan betrays 
himself. Protagoras was undoubtedly a very remarkable man, 
of great and varied ability, and of a very active and inquiring 
mind; and he played a most important part in bringing about 
the great intellectual revolution which characterized the age in 
which he lived and speculated and quibbled!. His office was to 
set men thinking, and so to prepare the way for better things: 
and this he undoubtedly effected. But all sceptics heretics and 
rash innovators have the same merit and the same excuse; and 
amongst them I believe Protagoras must be ranked. Of the 
mischievous nature of his rhetorical instructions and practice so 
much has been already said that it would be tedious now to 
recur to it: and it is all the more unnecessary as it became pro- 
verbial, and “the profession of Protagoras” passed into a byword. 
Before we take our final leave of this Sophist, who exercised 
beyond all doubt a far deeper and more lasting influence upon 
the speculations views and habits of his contemporaries than 
any of his rival candidates for notoriety, though perhaps less 
showy and popular than Gorgias, we will remark that he seems 
to have been the first to introduce the practice which was con- 
tinued afterwards in the rhetorical schools, of writing declama- 
tions, and arguments upon popular and often recurring topics, 
chiefly for the purpose we may suppose of exercising the 
memory, improving the taste, and supplying the deficiency of 
inventive power in his rhetorical pupils. Protagoras scripsit et 
paravit rerum illustrium disputationes, que nunc appellantur 
communes loci. Cic. Brut. c. 12.§ 45. Besides these, and the 
works already mentioned, he also wrote on various subjects. 
Plato, in the Sophist, 232, p, alludes to his réyvn dvrAcyéy or 
émorixav, Which appear to have been collections of logical and 
philosophical theses on opposite sides of different questions, 
similar to the communes loci in rhetoric. smpdros tn 8i0 Adyous 


1 rhv Sidvoiay apels mpds tolvoua eporixdy éyévynoev.—Diog. Laert. rx. 
SteheyOn Kal 7d viw éwiwddacoy yévos Tay 52. 
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eivas epi wavrus spcyparos asticexsevous dAAjAas. Diog. Laert. rm. 51. 
Protagoras ait de omni re in utramque partem disputari posse. 
Senec. Epist. 88. (Gerlach, Hist. Stud. p. 102.) This axiom— 
which seems to imply not only that every question has two 
sides, but that either side may be maintained with equal plausi- 
bility and justice—is easily deducible from his avowed philo- 
sophical principles, and the denial of objective truth which they 
involved, and leads directly to his rhetorical practice. The only 
wonder is that with such notions he should have admitted that 
the one side of a question was “inferior” (frre) to the other 
at all. The work (or works) mentioned by Plato is no doubt 
one of those to which Aristotle refers de Soph. EL p. 183. b. 36. 
It is doubtful whether the words xepi saAns in Plato lL. c. refer to 
@ separate work or to an illustration, or to one of the subjects 
of the dyrAcyia. Schleiermacher is of the latter opinion. Diogenes 
Laertins, tx. 8. 55, mentions also as extant treatises of Protagoras, 
wept paOnpdrer, wepi wodcreias, wepi didroriuias, wepi dperar, wepi ras ép 
apxy xaracrdcees, wepi tay é» “Adov, wepi trav ote dpbas Trois arOpewos 
spaccopéver, Upocraxrixds, Aixn iwép puobou. He speaks of sepi ¢pic- 
TKxay, dyrikoyer S00, ANd sepi waAns, a8 distinct works. It is not 
easy to understand why Schleiermacher should suppose the list 
of titles in Diogenes to have been made up by him out of the 
passage of Plato’s Sophigt. There is not even the most distant 
allusion in it to most of the subjects of that list. And the form 
of the word wpaggopdéver is evidence, as far as it goes, that the 
title in which it occurs was written by Protagoras himself, and 
not made for him by Diogenes. A classification of Protagoras’ 
works is attempted by Gerlach, Hist. Stud. p 65. The import- 
ance of Protagoras as a philosophical speculator, and the influence 
which he thereby exercised upon his generation, the prominent 
position which he occupies in the Platonic dialogues, and the fact 
that he was the first to draw attention to many of the subjects 
which we have been discussing, seemed to call for a detailed 
examination. The rest of his “ Greek ” contemporaries will not 
occupy us so long. 

Another branch of the study of language which was first 
brought into prominence by the Sophists, was the distinction of 
synonyms, that is, of words which express only different modifi- 
cations of the same idea, and were therefore used by poets and 
popular writers, and in familiar language, as identical. Grifenhan, 
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Geschichte der Philologie, § 37, b, observes that it was natu- 
ral that this phenomenon should first attract attention in the 
case of appellatives; and cites various instances from Homer, 


Pindar and other poets of double names of places, persons and 


objects, the older of which is usually attributed by them to the 
gods. It was equally natural that various names in familiar use, 
-expressive of parts or modifications of the same idea, especially 
when the ideas are abstract—as for example, names of virtues 
and qualities in general—should remain long uncatalogued and 
undistinguished, and should not attract attention till an age 
when philosophical discussions, and with them more accurate 
habits of thought, became common, Many of the Sophists, and 
their scholars, the rhetoricians, seem to have taken up the sub- 
ject and introduced such distinctions, sometimes a little obtru- 
sively, into their speeches and writings. Grifenhan, I. c. p. 178, 
supposes that Gorgias and Protagoras were the first to deal 
with it, though the evidence which he has to bring forward is by 
no means conclusive; and cites one or two examples from the 


speeches of Antiphon and Isocrates, p. 181. But the Sophist — 


who bestowed most attention upon it was Prodicus, and he is 
usually quoted by Plato and others as the great master of this 
branch of the art. 

“ The art of Prodicus,” as it was called, was concerned with 
another kind of épOoéreta Or dvopdrwy épbdérns, the right use of words, 
and the distinctions of those popularly regarded as synonymous. 
His treatment of this very important subject seems to have often 
ended, like the sophistical efforts at science in general, in elabo- 
rate affectation and trifling. 

The speech assigned to him in Plato’s Protagoras, p. 337, A, 
is usually looked upon as a caricature; though the only evidence 
of its being so is derived from preconceived notions of the man’s 
character and Plato’s propensity to satire. However, supposing 
this to be the case, the ridicule is directed rather against the 
undue multiplication and untimely introduction of verbal dis- 
tinctions—a vice into which Prodicus, like other inventors form- 
ing an exaggerated estimate of the value of his own disco. 
veries, may easily be supposed to have fallen—than against 
the propriety of distinguishing terms; the importance of 
which it is impossible to suppose a man like Plato could have 
overlooked. 


On the Sophistical Rhetoric. 57 


Specimens of his skill and industry in this department of 
science are pretty numerous in Plato’s works: some of them 
being attributed to Prodicus himself, whilst others are given as 
after his manner. My readers may judge for themselves of 
their value by consulting the following passages, Protag. 337, a. 
340, B. 341, a. 350, B. 358, a. Lach. 197, a,p. Charm. 163, a, b. 
Euthyd. 277, ©. Meno, 75, £. From Lach. 197, c, we infer that 
similar attempts were made with less success by the other Sophists. 
It may perhaps somewhat diminish our suspicion of the fidelity 
of Plato’s portrait, when we observe that in two of the instances 
above quoted the distinction is Prodicus’ own—only in one of 
them slightly altered—which will appear from a comparison of 
Protag. 337, c, and 358, a, with Arist. Topic. m. 6. p. 112. b. 21.2 
We have before noticed, Vol. 11. p. 160 and note, the injurious 
influence which Prodicus exercised upon the style of Thucydides; 
it is also perceptible in the speeches of Antiphon, who belongs 
to the sophistical school of rhetoricians, and whose use of the 
rémos Of rd eixés, derived from the réyey of Corax or Tisias, we 
have already had occasion to mention. See Mill. H. Gr. Lit. 
XXXII. 4. 

His speculations on the cvoparwy épdorns were conveyed in the 
famous fifty-drachm lecture, which Socrates, Cratyl. 384, B, so 
deeply regrets not to have heard, as it would have supplied him 
with a complete knowledge of the subject, and superseded the 
necessity of any further discussion. The phrase dvoudrer épborns 
admits, as I have before remarked, of various interpretations. 
Spengel, p. 47, who is followed by Welcker in Rhein. Mus. 1, 
p. 559 and p. 25, confines it in this passage to what he calls 
“The art of Prodicus;” the discrimination namely of words 
closely related in sense. But not to mention that this would 
have been a somewhat meagre subject for a fifty-drachm lecture, 
and hardly of a nature to warrant the use which Prodicus, ac- 
cording to Aristotle ?, was accustomed to make of it, “if ever 
the audience (at his ordinary lectures) showed symptoms of 
drowsiness to throw in a phrase or two of the fifty-drachm ;” it 
is clear from the opening of the dialogue, p. 383, a, where the 
same expression is used and explained, as well as its general 
tenour, that the main subject of the lecture was etymology: 


1 xaddmwep Tpé3:xos Seppetro Tas HSovas els xapdy kal répyw Kal eippocivyy. 
* Rhet. 111. 14, p. 140. 3. 
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and that he was one of those who endeavoured to make philo- 
logy subservient to a philosophical system, by forcing the deri- 
vation of terms into conformity with the dogmas of his own 
creed; a method of which several examples have been given 
above. This was doubtless attractive enough, and well suited 
for giving a fillip to the flagging attention of an auditory. 

One branch of knowledge with which Prodicus seems to have 
been especially conversant was the knowledge of the value of 
money: and being like the rest of the Sophists of a practical 
turn of mind (Grote, H. Gr, vit. 489 seq.) he contrived to turn 
his information upon this subject to very good account. By his 
intercourse with Callias and others who could afford to pay well 
for virtue and universal information, Xen. Symp. 1. 5. 1v. 62, he 
made immense sums, rois véots ovvdy xpnpara édaBe Oavpaora dea, 
Hipp. Maj. 282, c; and as his system was to give nothing for 
nothing (Axioch. 367, C, mpoixa yap avip otros oidéva diddoxe), in 
support of which he used to quote the line of Epicharmus— 

& 8€ xelp ray xetpa vite ef Bidws re xat AGBats, 
it is not surprising that he should have amassed a very large 
fortune. It is in allusion to this greediness, as Heindorf, appa- 
rently with justice, supposes, that Plato applies to him the name 
of Tantalus, from Hom. Odys. )’, 582, in introducing him to his 
readers, Protag. 315, c. 

Like the rest of his brethren he gave instruction in Rhetoric, 
Pheedr. 267, 8B, Cic. Brut. vim. 30, and, according to the latter, 
followed the Protagorean profession of teaching how to make the 
weaker cause prevail over the stronger: and also in virtue—at 
least he professed to make his pupils better as well as wiser, 
Plat. Rep. x. 600, c!; and it was with this object no doubt that 
he wrote the ‘Qpa or Choice of Hercules. 

Like them too he speculated on the nature of the gods, and 
his religious views called down upon him from ancient writers 


1 Meno, 96, D, where Socrates, who crates felt for the sophist! Another 


has just arrived at the conclusion that 
virtue is not teachable, laments the ill 
success which necessarily attended the 
efforts of Gorgias and Prodicus in train- 
ing Meno and himself. And this is the 
passage which Welcker, Rhein. Mus. 1. 
10, thinks of the highest importance as 
illustrating the great esteem which So- 


‘highly important” passage is Hipp. 
Maj. 282, 0, where Socrates actually 


‘calls Prodicus his friend, 6 *uérepos 


ératpos. Such is the kind of evidence 
which learned writers who have a pur- 
pose to serve sometimes condescend to 
bring forward in support of their theo- 
ries. 
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grave suspicions of heterodoxy or even atheism. His opinions 
upon this subject are to be found m Sextus Empiricus, adv. 
Matth. pp. 311,317 (in Welcker’s Essay, and Gerlach, Hist. Stud. 
p. 58). He declared that “the ancients had invested with 
divine attributes the sun, the moon, fountains, rivers, meadows, 
fruits, and m general everything that ministered to the service 
of human life, by reason of the benefit derived from them.” 
Cicero asks upon this, de N. D. 1. 42, “ What are we to say 
to Prodicus of Ceos? who declared that everything that 
was of service to human life had been reckoned in the num- 
ber of the gods: what religion, I should hike to know, has he 
left us?” 

I have already observed! that the compliment paid to Pro- 
dicus by Aristophanes, Nub. 361, for his “wit and wisdom,” and 
the distinction which is there made between him and his brother 
Sophists, are deprived of the chief part of their value as testimo- 
nies in his favour by the notices of him in two other plays—one 
of them at least written at a much later period—where he is 
treated like the rest of the pereepovogiorai, and the ddoddcxas?: 
and again as regards the testimony to his worth which Socrates 
is supposed to have given by sending young men to receive 
instruction from him, we learn from Theeet. 151, B, that he was 
accustomed to hand over to Prodicus “and other ingenious per- 
sons of supernatural accomplishments” only the refuse of his 
pupils—men who had no inclination or aptitude for real know- 
ledge and sound philosophy, but looked to some other end in the 
teaching which they sought. 


1 Journal of Philology, No. 2, Vol. 
I. p. 164. Not to mention that the 
scholiast on the passage puts an ironical 
interpretation upon it: péuyyra Se 
vor row IIpodicov dctactpwr, bre peylorny 
ddtay elxew wepl atrod ws brép wrdvras 
oy Ty copia. , 
2 Taynvral Fr. v1. 
Top dvdpa révd’ 7 BLBAcov SiépOopey - 
G Upddcxos, 7 rev ddordoxwy els yé Tis. 
Welcker remarks upon this, op. cit. p. 13, 
‘‘that such general titles applied to phi- 
losophers by a comic poet have no more 
weight than” &c.: he seems to have over- 
looked the awkward word &ég@opev, the 


worst as well as most specific charge 
brought against these men. If the tos- 
timony of a comic poet is allowed to tell 
in favour of Prodicus, why should it 
not be admitted when it tells against 
him? To refuse such evidence altoge- 
ther is intelligible, though, as I think, 
unfair; but it is most unreasonable to 
allow it in one case and reject it in an- 
other, unless some special reason can he 
shown for doing so. Moreover Weloker 
himself admits that in the Clouds Aris- 
tophanes had a motive for exalting Pro- 
dicus in order to depress Socrates by tho 
comparison. 
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He adopted, according to an anonymous rhetorician cited 
by Spengel, pp. 173. 213, the current Sophistical definition of his 
art, the consequences of which, when the practice corresponds 
to the precept, have been described above, Vol. 1. p. 162 sq. 
The words are these: of pew Aéyovow adriy codiotixny cal dpiforra 
ovres’ Adyww loys wepi Tov Boxodvyros mibavov- rovrou 8¢ rn» wpépacey Lpc- 
8ixoy nai ‘Iemiay Sedoxévaz,. Welcker in commenting upon this, op. 
cit. p. 556, observes that there is a great difference between 
the endeavour to prove your case by means of the apparently 
true (a plausible statement) or a convincing representation (das 
tiberzeugend dargestellte), and the elevation of the appearance 
above the reality, the making the great small and the small 
great, which was Gorgias’ principle: and that we have no evi- 
dence to show that Prodicus was guilty of thus abusing the art 
he professed. But the definition represents probability or plau- 
sibility as the aim and end of the art, and to gain assent by any 
means as its only object. An artist does not square his practice 
to a definition, but the definition is derived from the practice: 
and in the absence of evidence, I cannot see that we have any 
right in such a case to assume a distinction between Prodicus 
and his fellows for his special benefit. If we accept the testi- 
mony of the anonymous author at all, we must accept it with 
its natural consequences, and suppose that in this respect the 
teaching and practice of Prodicus agreed with that of Gorgias 
and Protagoras, and Hippias and Thrasymachus. The same 
writer in noticing the passage above quoted from Cic. Brut. vii. 
proceeds in a similar manner. Cicero says, Tum Leontinus 
Gorgias, Thrasymachus Chalcedonius, Protagoras Abderites, 
Prodicus Ceus. Hippias Eleus in honore magno fuit, aliique 
multi temporibus eisdem docere se profitebantur arrogantibus 
sane verbis, quemadmodum causa inferior, ita enim loquebantur, 
dicendo fieri superior posset.. One would suppose that nothing 
could be plainer than these words: and that if the authority of 
Cicero is worth anything, all the rhetoricians mentioned by 
name, as well as a number of others not specified, professed by 
rhetoric to be able to make the weaker cause prevail over the 
stronger. The words if literally taken might no doubt convey 
the impression that only Hippias, together with the anonymous 
many, made this profession: but this cannot possibly be the 
author’s meaning, as we know that this was especially r3 Hpawraydpou 
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dead themselves are not,” and so of course cannot be sensible of 
it; and therefore it may be altogether disregarded. No better 
example of the logical figure petitio principii is, I think, to be 
found amongst recorded fallacies: “ Whether the appended argu- 
ments for immortality are borrowed from him, as Welcker endea- 
vours to show, is doubtful.” Brandis. I should have supposed 
that his own words, of 3€ drodavdvres oix eicivy leave very little doubt 
about the matter. The whole of the preceding lecture reported 
by Socrates, Axiochus, 366, D, sq., is a genuine specimen of a 
Sophistical éri83agis, of the kind which Cicero calls a “ vituperatio,” 
a declamation upon the worthlessness of life, and the pain and 
misery to which all ages and all earthly pursuits are exposed. 
If he really held the opinion that life was utterly worthless, and 
death annihilation, one only wonders that he could have found 
the heart to go on lecturing and money-making; but the pains 
which he took to make himself comfortable in this world seem 
to throw a doubt upon the sincerity at least of the former 
opinion. | | | 

I hope I shall not be thought to have been actuated by any 
feeling of personal hostility to Prodicus, because I have endea- 
voured to make it appear that he was not so much better than 
the rest of his Sophistical brethren as it has been of late the 
fashion to assume. Iam by no means anxious to detract from 
his credit, or unduly disparage his abilities or his moral cha- 
racter ; 

neque ego illi detrahere ausim 
hserentem capiti multa cum laude coronam ; 


and I have been careful to quote authorities for all the state 
ments I have ventured to make to his disadvantage. It seemed 
to me that rather too much had been made of one or two pas- 
sages in which he was supposed to be advantageously contrasted 
_with the other Sophists: that the testimony of Aristophanes in 
his favour, disallowed when it tells against the Sophists, had 
been too much insisted upon; and the unfavourable portrait 
drawn of him by Plato somewhat rashly ascribed to his satirical 
turn and alleged hostility to the Sophists in general. 

_ Of Hippias of Elis, the next Sophistical Rhetorician of the 
Greek school, we need not say much. He had neither the origi- 
nality nor the influence of Protagoras; nor has he like Prodicus 
found as yet any learned German to take up his cause and 
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distinguish him from the rest of the Sophists: and moreover we 
have already said as much about his character and teaching, 
Vol. 1. p. 175, as suffices for our purpose. In rhetoric, with 
which we are here principally concerned, he accepted the defi- 
nition and followed the practice of Tisias and Gorgias, see the 
passage of the anonymous rhetorician, above referred to, p. 60; 
and I think it may be gathered from an answer of Hippias}, 
Hipp. Maj. 295, a, that his notion of the advantages to be derived 
from the cultivation of rhetoric must have corresponded pretty 
nearly with that of Gorgias and Polus and Thrasymachus, see 
above, Vol. 1. p.139. The virtue which he taught is defined by him- 
self, Hipp. Maj. 282, to be, the faculty of managing public affairs 
in conjunction with one’s own, rd d3npdcra mparrey divacba pera Tar 
iev, that is, the sciences of ceconomics, ethics, and politics; 
which was in fact often alleged as the object of the teaching of 
the entire sophistico-rhetorical school?. By his lectures and 
instructions in these branches of science, as well as the less 
- practical subjects of grammar, prosody, mnemonics, geometry, 
arithmetic, astronomy, music, painting, sculpture, poetical criti- 
cism, “the nature of things, and the manners of men” (Cic. de 
Orat. m. 32)—and possibly also in the manufacture of rings, 
cloaks and shoes, flesh-brushes and oil-flasks, epic poems, trage- 
dies, and dithyrambs, Hipp. Min. 368, ps, c—for nothing was 
either above or beneath the comprehensive genius of Hippias, he 


1 Twp. Avvayus udev Apa xaddv, ddv- 
vapla 5é aloxpdév ; ‘Irw. Dpbdpa ye. rd re 
ofy Adda, DS Lwxpares, paprupel juty Gre 
Toro ovrws Exe. drap ovy cal Ta ToN- 
rid. @y yap roils wodurixols Te Kal Ty 
abrovd whee 7d wey Suvardv elvar wdyrwr 
kdANorov, 7d 5é¢ ddvvaroy rdyrwv al- 
oxicrov. The Sophists, it must be re- 
membered, considered themselves to be- 
long to the woXerixol, because they train- 
ed men for public life, and therefore 
studied the science of government. Pro- 
dicus, who is quoted Euthyd. 305, ©, 
used to say that they stood on the bound- 
ary line between the philosopher and the 
politician. 

2 See the same anonymous author in 
Speng. Art. Ser. p. 213. of 5¢ & rots 
wpdypnacw adperhy atrhy déyovres, of ev 


mwodireny of dé vromoNtrixhy éxddeoap. 
kal woNerixfs ev Spos ovros’ émiorhun 
rou eb wmpdrrew rd re fra kal ra Kod. 
dca rot pev elwety ra Kowd TO wodcTiKdy 
SmAodvres, dia 5é Tod ra rd HOcxoy Kak 
olxovoyxdy, Compare the professions of 
Protagoras, from Protag. 318, E, in 
Grote, Hist. Gr. vit1. 521, with the 
note, and of Gorgias, Men. 71, D, &, 
quoted above, Vol. I. p. 172. This ex- 
plains an allusion in Arist. Ran. 971, 
where Euripides, the sophist of tragedy, 
boasts that he has sharpened the wits of 
Clitophon and Theramenes to such an 
extent 

wor’ 75n voey 

dwravra kal dvedéva 

rat &dda kal ras olxlas 


olxety Auewov 7 wpo Tov. 
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made as he boasts, Hipp. Maj. 282, Er, more money than any two 
of the other Sophists put together: from one town in Sicily, 
“and that quite a small place,” Inycus, he netted more than 
twenty minas; and from his tour in Sicily, though Protagoras 
was there at the time, and an older man and at the height of his 
reputation!, he cleared in a short time more than a hundred and 
fifty minas, which he carried home to his father, to the amaze- 
ment of the old gentleman and the rest of the good citizens of 
Elis. 

In Hipp. Maj. 282, a, there is a manifest imitation of Hippias’ 
style of oratory put into his own mouth. It is distinguished by 
all the graces of the new style, antithesis, parisosis, and homeo- 
teleuton. It looks like a quotation from one of his “ archeolo- 
gical” declamations?, for he drops this high-flown rhetoric imme- 
diately, and descends to the language of common life, in which 
he continues to converse through the rest of the dialogue. This 
seems all the more probable from the similar treatment applied 
to Polus in the Gorgias, 449, c. 

We learn further from Hipp. Maj. 285, o, and Hipp. Min. 
368, p, that he also made excursions into the domain of grammar, 
orthography, and versification; that he wrote, or talked, mepi 
ypapparev Svvdpews cal ovrd\aBav Kal dppoudy xal pvdpov—the two 
latter, including of course the art of balancing clauses, and in 
general the composition of the rhythmical prose, which the 
Sophists were now bringing into fashion. Like the rest of the 
Sophists he was fond of exercising his critical powers upon 
Homer and the other Greek poets. A specimen of his powers 
is given by Aristotle, Poet. 25, p. 183. 16, if as Osann with great 
probability supposes, we should read HAEIOC for EACIeC; “ Hip- 
pias the Thasian” being a personage who is only to be met with 


1 There seems to have been a sort of 
rivalry between Protagoras and Hippias 
which peeps out here, and also in Pro- 
tag. 318, E, where the former glances at 
Hippias, when he charges ‘‘the rest,” 
of the Sophists to wit, with corrupting 
the youth of Greece. 

# Osann in an article in the Rhein. 
Mus. for 1843, p. 495 seq., der sophist 
Hippias als Archiolog, has collected a 
number of notices of Hippias’ érdeitecs, 


amongst which, however, he‘ has not 
teferred to the passage in the text. The 
general result of his researches is, that 
we know extremely little about them: 
the only one of which we can do more 
than guess at the subject is the Tpwixés, 
from which Mr Grote, Hist. of Greece, 
VIU. 526, draws so favourable an infer- 
ence as to the character of Hippias’ in- 
structions in morality. See above, No. 
2, Vol. I. p. 176. 
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in this place of Aristotle!. By the alteration of an accent im the 
one case, and of ov into of in the other, Hippias gives an entirely 
new and more suitable sense to two passages of Homer. Khein. 
Mus. for 1843, p. 510. The exposure of the emptiness of his 
critical pretensions forms the subject of the Platonic dialogue, 
Hippias Minor. 

On Hippias’ contribution to the science of history, the cata- 
logue of Olympic victors, see Mure, Hist of Gk. Liat. Vol. iv. 
p. 82. 

At the head of the Sicilian school of rhetoric stands Gorgias, 
one of the most prominent figures in the literary history of the 
period, second to Protagoras only amongst the Sophists in real 
influence, and perhaps the most popular and the most celebrated 
of them all. He seems to have abandoned at an early period 
the philosophical speculations to which he had addicted himscif 
in his youth, and to have devoted himself exclusively to the cul- 
tivation of rhetoric; he renounced half of the ordinary sophisti- 
cal profession, and contented himself with the title of parep, 
teaching only so much virtue as was included in the art -of 
writing speeches judicial and declamatory. Gorg. 449, a, Men. 
95, c, Phileb. 58, a. 

But his fame was chiefly derived from the novel style of 
composition which he introduced; and this deserves attention 
not only on account of the celebrity it enjoyed on its first intro- 
duction and for some time subsequently, but also from the 
direct influence it exercised upon several of the most important 
authors of the day, amongst whom may be mentioned Thucy- 
dides, Agathon, Antiphon, and Isocrates. Diodorus, in a passage, 
xu. 53, quoted by Spengel and already referred to, where he is 
speaking of the mission on which he was sent by his country- 
men the Leontines to Athens?, describes him in these terms: 
‘‘ At the head of the envoys was Gorgias the Rhetorician, a man 
who far surpassed all his contemporaries in oratorical skill: he 
also was the first inventor of an art of rhetoric (this is a mis- 
take]....He amazed the Athenians, quick witted and fond of 

1 So Osann; the nzame however tion, and the public capacity in which 
*Ixxlas 6 Odows occurs in Lysias, Orat. . he was acting, might seem to have called 
xxx. § 56. for express mention of him: however 

2 See also Thucyd. 111. 68. Singu- no inference as to the fact can reason- 
larly enough Thucydides does not name ably be drawn from the historian’s si- 
Gorgias, though his eminence, reputa-__ lence. 

Vout. IT. March, 1856. 5 
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oratory as they were, dvras cidveis cal didoddyous, i.e. who were 
capable of understanding and predisposed to admire him, by the 
strangeness (or foreign fashion, rp ferifovre) of his language, 
by his extraordinary dvribera, and iodxwda, and mdpica, and dpow- 
réXevra, and other figures of the same kind, which at that time _ 
from the novelty of their style were deemed worthy of adoption, 
but are now looked upon as affected and ridiculous when used 
in such nauseous superabundance.” 

A second peculiarity of Gorgias’ oratory, intimately con- 
nected with that just described, was the poetical colour which 
he gave it by the employment of metaphors, compound words, 
&c. such as no prose writer had hitherto ventured upon, so that 
Dionysius says it even approached to dithyramb. Supr. Vol. a. 
p. 161. 

Another artifice resorted to by Gorgias for the purpose of 
giving a novel and striking character to his speeches was the use 
of rare and foreign words. Two of the latter kind are put into 
his mouth by Plato, Gorg. 450, B, on which the Scholiast has the 
following remark: yxetpovpynpa xat xipwots ovx eipnrat, ai dé reget 
Topyiov éyyapto Acovrivos yap fv. Compare 450, E, where Socrates 
in repeating his words says xipos. 

Both these novelties were introduced with the same object, 
which is noticed by Miiller, Hist. Gr. Lit. c. xxxi. § 5.1 At the 
time when Gorgias began to cultivate the art of composition 
nearly all the existing literature was in verse—the few excep- 
tions, for Herodotus’ history was not yet published to the world, 
consisting chiefly of dry and bald chronicles, and philosophical 


1} Mure, Hist. of Gk. Lit. Iv. p. 
121, takes a different view. ‘‘ When 
composition becomes an art, the new- 
born zeal of its early professors leads 
them, in theorising on its principles, 
to prefer exaggerated or affected forms 
in their efforts to reduce those princi- 
ples to practice,” But neither he nor 
Miiller takes any notice of a passage of 
Aristotle, Rhet. m1. 1. p. 114, 2, which 
gives a somewhat different reason for 
Gorgias’ adoption of a poetical style, 
though it agrees well enough in the 
main with Miiller’s view. He says that 
the first prose writers, as Gorgias for 


example, observing the success of the 
poets in passing off nonsense under co- 
ver of fine language and harmonious 
diction, used the same artifice to gain 
the attention of their hearers and read- 
ers ; which seems to imply that in Aris- 
totle’s opinion the sense of Gorgias’ fine 
periods did not altogether correspond to 
the sound. A similar account is given 
by Cicero, Orat. c. tu. § 174, of Iso- 
crates and his periods: ‘‘ cum enim vi- 
deret oratores cum severitate audiri 
poetas autem cuin voluptate, tum dicitur 
numeros secutus quibus etiam in oratione 
uteretur.” : 


On the Sophistical Rhetoric. 67 


treatises, which depended for their interest entirely upon the 
subjects discussed, and paid little attention to the vehicle by 
which their thoughts were conveyed. It was to supply in some 
degree the want of the regularly recurring cadences of verse, 
and to compensate the ear for the loss of the melody to which 
it had become accustomed, and, as Aristotle adds, to disguise 
the poverty of their ideas, that Gorgias and his followers adopted 
the curiously balanced rhythmical and ornate style which was 
for a time so popular, and indeed is thought to have exerted a 
lasting influence upon Greek prose composition. As the reputed 
founder of the periodic style1—the seprodicy A€éis, Opposed to the 
cipopeévn OF Sinpnpern ré~ce Of the preceding Ionic school?—Gorgias. 
is entitled to our especial attention; and it will therefore be 
proper to give here some account of the peculiarities introduced 
by him; which we are fortunately able to illustrate by an extant 
specimen of his writings. 

The two orations which pass under his name, the Apologia 
Palamedis and Encomium Helenes, are now regarded as imita- 
tions of his manner by some later Sophist: but a genuine frag- 
ment of a funeral oration has been preserved by one of the 
_Scholiasts on Hermogenes, from one of the lost works of Diony- 
sius, and is quoted by Spengel, Art. Scr. p. 78. It is also to be 
found in Clint. Fast. Hell. m. 378, not. As any description must 
fail to give a complete idea of its elaborately artificial character, 
I will transcribe so much of it as seems necessary to exemplify 
the use made by Gorgias of the rhetorical figures be had in- 
vented. 

Ti yap dmv trois avdpdor rovros dy Sei dxvdpdce mpoceiva; ri 8é xal 
mpoojy adv ob di spoceivas; eciweiy Suvainny & Bovdropat, Bovdoipny de & 
det, Aaday pev thy Ociay veperty, hvyor 8é Tov avrOpenwov Pbdvor’ obras yap 
éxéxrnvro evOeov pév aperny, avyOpwemwov Se rd Ovynréy, roddG pev bn Td wWapdy 
émcecxes tov av0ddous Sixaiov mpoxpivoryres, wodda d€ vdpou axpiBeias Adyor 
GpOdérnros... . 

Mapruptas 3€ rovrwr rpémaia éotncavro Tév wodepiov, Ards pév aydr- 
_ para, rovray 8€ avaGnpara, ovx dmwespos ovre éupurov “Apeos, obre vopipsey 
éparar, otre évoxdiov épidos, ofre iroxadov ecipnyns, cepvol pev wpds rors 
Geovs tH Sixaig, dows 8€ mpds rovs roxgas tH Oepaneig, Bixaror mpds rods 
dorovs to law, evoeBeis 8¢ mpos Tors idovs TH HioTet, Toryapoiy atrép 

1 Mure, H. G. L. Iv. 125, and the authors referred to in the note. 
2 Arist. Rhet. ul. 9. 
5—2 
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dwrobavévray 6 wébos ov ovvarébaver, GX’ dOavaros éy ok dowparots aopact 
Gy ov (avray. | 

Upon this passage either Dionysius or the rhetorician who 
quotes him passes the following criticism: “Here Gorgias has 
heaped together a number of pompous phrases to convey some- 
what superficial ideas [compare Aristotle Rhet. 111.1. cited above], 
whilst he embellishes his speech all through with sdpoca and 
dpotoréXevra and dpooxdrapxra to & DauseousS excess.” 

Had we not this specimen of the new sophistical style of 
rhetoric remaining to testify to the fidelity of Plato’s represen- 
tation, the imitation of Agathon, a disciple of the school, Sympos. 
.197, c—E, would have been undoubtedly set down as a malicious 
exaggeration: and I think that we may fairly draw an inference 
from this instance, where we have the opportunity of comparing 
the copy with the original, as to the faithfulness of Plato’s deli- 
neation of the literary and moral characteristics of the Sophists 
in other cases—as for example, the speech of Prodicus in the 
Protagoras—where we have not the same means of testing his 
candour. The subsequent observation of Socrates, p. 198, c, 
that Agathon’s speech reminded him strongly of Gorgias, and the 
pleasant allusion to Homer, in which he expresses his alarm lest 
he should have been petrified and struck dumb by this marvel- 
lous speaking Gorgias’ (i.e. Gorgon’s) head, which Agathon had 
just exhibited, leave no doubt as to the particular Sophist whose 
oratory is here copied. Philostratus, moreover, Vit. Soph., says 
of Agathon, modAaxoi Trav lapBetww yopyidleew. 

Besides these undoubted examples of Gorgias’ rhetoric, 
Spengel, p. 66, note, points out a passage of Isocrates, Panegyr. 
§ 42, which he supposes, with great probability, to be tran- 
scribed from his master’s émirdgios: a conjecture which seems to 
be confirmed by the statement of a Greek writer, Pseud. Plut. 
p. 239, that Isocrates borrowed his Panegyric speech from Gor- 
gias the Leontine and Lysias. It runs thus: edpo & dv res ex pev 
rov moAéuou Tov mpds BapBdpous vpvous memoinpevous, ex dé rov mpds “ENAn- 
vas Opnvous npiv yeyeynpevous, kal rovs pey ey rais €oprais d8opevous, tov o¢ 
ext rais cuppopais juas pepynuevovs. If these are not actually the 
words of Gorgias, they are qt any rate a close imitation of his 
manner. The same sentiment expressed in nearly the same 
words is quoted by Philostratus, Vit. Gorg., from Gorgias’ ’Em- 


radios. 
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I now leave it to my readers to decide whether the above 
quoted sample of perverted ingenuity warrants the opinion 
expressed by Col. Mure, Iv. 97, as well as others, that Gorgias 
“was with all his faults, unquestionably one of the greatest and 
most successful teachers of prose composition,” and to judge to 
what extent the simple natural conversational prose of Plato at 
least—of Demosthenes and the more artificial writers I say 
nothing—is indebted for any of its excellencies to a master 
whose art of composition seems to have been the stringing 
together of as many nicely balanced antithetical clauses as the 
patience of his hearers could endure; a paradox which Mure 
and Miller, not altogether unsupported by the authority of 
Greek writers, agree in maintaining. 

The technical names descriptive of the peculiarities of Gor- 
gias’ rhetoric!, which we find in various writers, arc dvrideoss OF 
avridera, sapica, iodcwda, toa A€yety, apopoleass, mapyynoss, dporrédevra, 
épowoxarapera, aNd sapovoyacia: a set of terms which I will now 
endeavour to arrange in some order, since they have hitherto, 
so far as I know, remained uncollected and unclassified. 

They. may be divided into three classes, which have severally 
for their object parallelism in sense, structure, and sound; 
though, as we shall see, they occasionally run into one another, 
so that it is not always easy to distinguish them. 

To the first class belongs only dyriéeos, a figure which is 
thus defined by Ernesti; figura qua in singulis verbis, vel nen- 
tentiis, contraria jungimus et sibi e regione ponimus: and by 
Anaximenes in the ‘Pyropixn pos ‘AAdgavdpov, Cc. 27, dvriderov pd ody 
€oti ro évayriay THY Gvopaciay dpa xai thy Buvapy Trois dyrixetpévass yor, 
i rd érepov rovroy; that is, an antithesis is a figure where there 
is an opposition either of words or sense, or both, in two corre- 
sponding clauses of a sentence, of which he gives the following 
instances. Opposition of words alone: &dére yap 6 mAovows xal 
eidaipeov te wéevnte cai évdei: Of sense alone, ¢yd pdy rovroy voovivra 
€Oepdmevoa, obros 8 éyol peyiorwv xaxav airs yéyovev: and of both 
words and sense, ov yap dixaov rovroy pév ra dud Tyovra movreiv, dud 


dé ra dyra mpotépevoy ovrw mrwx ever. 


1 Comp. Cic. Orat. c. Lm. § 175. contraria (dvrldeos), que sua sponte 
Nam ut paullo ante dixi paria paribus _etiamsi id non agas cadunt plerumnque 
adjuncta (xdpia) et similiter definita numerose, Gorgias primus invenit ; sed 
(waphxnors) itemque contrariis relata his usus est intemperantius. 
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One of the completest examples of antithesis on record is 
that well-known one of Thucydides, Iv. 61. of r éwixdyros cémperis 
&8ixoe dAOdvres eidAGyws Gxpaxro: dxiaow. The following couplet of 
Agathon is an ingenious specimen: 

ei per Gpdow radrnés ovxi o° evppava, 
_& 8 etdhpave ri ao’ ovyi radnbés hpace: 
and this again from Antiphon, de Cede Herod. § 73, rd tipérepor 
Suvdpevor pe Sixaiws oaol{ew 9} 1rd Ter €xOpmv BovdAdpevoy ddixas pe awod- 
Avwaze The opposition of mere words without corresponding 
sense, in which the perpetual striving after antithesis by the 
Sicilians and their imitators not unfrequently ended, is ridiculed 
by Epicharmus, in the verse quoted by Aristotle, Rhet. 111. 9. ult. 
with the introduction, eici d€ cai Weudeis avyribéces, oloy kat ’Ewiyappos 
éwoies, 
réxa piev ey tHvos eyav nv, Toxa 8€ wapa THvOLs eyer, 

on which Demetrius observes, de Elocut. c. 24, ddd’ otros pév ious 
yéAwra wousy ovras dyréOnxer, xal dua oxeawrey rovs prropas. 

I have already remarked that Thucydides carries this love 
of antithesis to a very vicious excess. I will quote a single 
instance where it has led him astray. In Pericles’ funeral 
oration, 11. 44, we have the expression xai ols évevdatpovpoai re é 
Bios dpoios xai évredeuricas EvveperpyOn. Here the desire of finding 
a word parallel in form to évevdaporjoa has led him to choose 
one of similar composition in the corresponding member, érre- 
Aeur#oa. But a verb of this form, on which see Elms. Bacch. 508, 
requires us to supply ¢v airs from the substantive, that is in this 
case év rp Bio, to complete the sense; and évredeuriica ev rp Big is 
something bordering on nonsense, or at any rate improperly 
opposed to évevdapovfoa. The meaning is clear enough, and 
Arnold gives it very well, but without attempting to preserve 
the antithesis, “and with those to whom their life was allotted to 
be happy in till the period of their death.” This figure is 
called by Arist. Rhet. nr. 9, p. 127.9, 1 év xeddows avrixerpevn rékis, 
and he gives several examples of it. 

Of parallelism in structure the general designation is mapiea, 
otherwise rapicwors, Arist. Rhet. 111. 9, or ica Aéyev; the latter 
term is used by Plato, Sympos. 185, c, where it is applied to the 
phrase Haveaviov 8¢ mavoapévov, which Aristodemus, the reporter of 
the dialogue, says he has learnt from the “men of art,” meaning 
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| the Sophists. This might be reckomed as an imstance of épec- 
réXevroy, OF sapovopacia, aS also another example in Gorg. 467. B, 
3 Agore Lladc, ba ce spoceize sara ec, “to address you after your 
own fashion,” Polus being a disciple and imitatur of Gorgias. 
Hapicwors is defined by Aristotle, Lc. cay iva ra coda; enunCiatio in 
qué membra paria sunt et equalia, Ernesti. It implies a general 
correspondence or equality in the forms of two sentences, and 
includes iodewAa, Which are sentences in which the two members 
are of the same length. Anaximenes, op. cit. c. 23, thus defines 
and illustrates it: lapiowow & cori pey éray vo wa Acyqras coda, 
ely) & Gy toa cai wodAa puxpa GAiyos peyados nai ica re peycbes inns 
roy apiOpov. éxes Be rouede TO oxqya ¥ wapicwors “# Od ypnpares 
dropiay 4 Sad wod¢pouv peyeOos.” ravra yap ere époa cere évarria, 
dAX’ oa pédvow GAdndos. The figure sdpcee in its strictest form, 
where the clauses are so completely balanced that each word in 
the one member is answered by a corresponding one in the 
other, is illustrated by Dionysius (ap. Spengel, p. 90), from Plato's 
Menexenus, 236, 5, de 3) raovrov rmvs Adyou, Saris rous per Tereher- 
mxéras ixayos émawécera, ras b€ (ecw eiperes wapautceras. Ovaoup 
érippnpa empprpare wapdxerrat wai pipa pypare, ro per ixapes TH eupe- 
vas, rp 3 éwawece (as Dionysius read, unless he quoted from 
memory) rd wapaxtce. This passage might equally well be ad- 
duced as an example of dvridecis or dpocoréAevroy: and the sentence 
of Thucydides quoted above as a specimen of asriéens is also 
an excellent instance of wapicor. But as Aristotle remarks Lc. 
Gore 8é Gua wavta fxew ravro, cai ayribeow eivas TaiTd Kai wapwor Kai 
dpovoredevrov. 

Parallelism in sound is expressed by the general term sxapy- 
xnots OF wapopoiwors, which includes the three varieties of épowre- 
Aevrov, Spotordrapxroy, aNd rapovopacia, of which the first is by far the 
most commonly employed, and therefore, as I suppose, the only 
one taken notice of by Aristotle in his definition of mapopoiwus, 
Rhet. 1. c. éav Spore ra Ecyara exg éxdrepov rd x@dov: Whereas Ernesti 
explains it more fully, enunciatio in qua extremee partis utrius- 
que membri vel in initio vel in fine similes sunt: and Anaxi- 
menes, op. cit. c. 29, extends it to all parts of the sentence. 
mapopoiwots 8 eotiv  pei{wy ris mapiowoees. ov yap pdévoy ica ra Koda 
mrotéiy GANG Kal Spora é& spoiwy dvopdrav. “dcov Bei ce Adyou pipnpa 
dépe mébov réxvacpa.” pddiora S€ mort Guota Ta TedevTaia roy ovopdrev' 


raira yap padiora moet rv dpoiwow. Hermogenes calls this figure 
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napicwots. Examples of both dyooreAevroy and dpuotoxdrapetoy are 
given by Aristotle, from which it would appear, that the former 
denotes a similar sound at the end of the two clauses of a 
sentence, the latter at the beginning. dypdv yap éraBev apyor 
map avrovd. Swpnroi r’ éréXovro mapappyta tr éeméecow. @nOnoay abrir 
maidtoy reroxévas GAX’ avrovd airy yeyovéva. ev mdreioras Se dpovrin 
cal dv édaylioras dAmiow. The same effect may be produced 
by a variation of the mréas, (any inflexion of a noun or verb, 
Arist. Poet. c. 20, or change of termination where the body 
of the word remains the same, including adverbs, is a mréozs.] 
G£tos 8€ crabijvae yadxovs otk dws dy. xadxov; or by a repe- 
tition of the same word, oad 8 airév xai (avra reyes Kaxds Kal viv 
ypapes xaxés; or of the same syllable, ri ay erades Seuvdv ef advdp 
ei3es dpyév; (from Aristotle). Hermogenes understands by these 
figures similarity in the beginnings and ends of words, not of 
sentences; quoting as examples mpoonjxe: mpodvpws from Demos- 
thenes or Xenophon, and Mavcaviov 8€ mavoapévov from Plato; 
similar instances are dAinne ditov, and Siurmov irciv riv wddw in 
Demosthenes. Victorius on Aristotle, 1. c. quotes as an example 
of all the three figures in one sentence a phrase of Gorgias 
preserved by Plutarch, cracOat pév ds xppro, xpiada 8é as riypro, 
which is an instance of false antithesis into the bargain. Mei- 
neke, Fr. Comm. Gr. 11. 618, has collected a number of sapyyjoes 
from various authors, but they are all of the species dzocorédevror, 
and in all the similar sound is at the end of single words, 
not clauses!. | 

Tlapavopacia, the third variety of sapyynous, is a figure by which 
we bring together, or oppose to each other, in a sentence, words 
which have some similarity of sound or form, but are dissimilar 
in sense (Ernesti), and differs not much from the modern pun. 
The following from Antiphon, de Ceede Herod. § 91, is an example, 
adixws drodica: douwrepov Gy ein rod py dxaiws dwoddoa. Another is 
Thue. vi. 76, xai poe 8oxotcw od Acovrivovs Bovderbat xarorkioat, ddd’ 
fuas paddov éforxica, quoted by Dion. de Thuc. Jud. c. 48. And 
this from one of Bp Andrewes’ Sermons is quite in the “Sicilian” 
manner: “If it be so expedient He come, Christ I trust is not 
impedient but He may come?.” 


? The use of this figure éuocoréNevroy _ of it in literature. 
scems to be, if not the origin of rhyme, % Specimens of all these ‘puerile’ 
at least one of the earliest appearances figures, dvrlOeois, rapbyoa, raplowors, 
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We now pass on to the other kindred vice of Gorgias’ style, 
the accumulation of poetical words and phrases with which he 
beantified (cxadAexdev) his discourses, and heightened the poeti- 
cal colour which was already thrown over them by their rhyth. 
mical structure. His measured cadences and artfully balanced 
clauses bear a close resemblance to the parallelisms of Hebrew 
poetry, or to the more exalted specimens of Arabian eloquence, 
to which I have already compared them. Indeed if we substi- 
tate the most trivial commonplaces for the sublime imagery of 
the inspired writers, we may obtain a not inadequate notion of 
Gorgias’ manner from the more formal and artificial passages of 
the Psalms or Isaiah. 

We have already referred to the judgment pronounced by 
later critics upon the style which Gorgias sought to introduce; 
we have seen that Dionysius stigmatized it as childish pompous 
and inflated to excess, a vulgar display, and approaching to the 
extravagances of dithyrambic poetry: that in Diodorus’ time 
(i. e. the half century before the Christian era) it was looked 
upon as affected and ridiculous: that even Cicero, so lenient in 
his animadversions upon the Greek masters of uratory, declared 
that he was too intemperate in the use of the figures which he 
had invented; and again, that he was over fond of such like 
ornaments, and abused them by immoderate profusion: and, 
finally, that Aristotle indirectly expresses the opinion (Rhet. 111. 
1. p. 114. 4) that such poetical prose could please none but the 
ignorant vulgar. 

We will now proceed to collect some particular notices and 
examples of these defects from ancient authors. The fragment 
of the funeral oration of which a portion has been quoted, has 
not even the interest which striking expressions or metaphors, 
however exaggerated, might convey: it is a mere string of the 
most ordinary commonplaces forced into unnatural combinations, 


&c. ‘in which Gorgias and his school 
most abounded,” from Thucydides, are 
to be found in Dionys. Ep. 1. ad Amm, 
c. 17, de Thuc. Jud. cc, 24. 29. 39. 46. 
48, and elsewhere. In the first of these 
passages he observes with great justice 
that they are eminently unsuitable to 
the character of composition, viz. the 
avornpa déés, the rough, harsh, stern 


style, which Thucydides affects. Out 
of the many instances cited I will only 
quote two: dalverar yap 4 viv ‘Eds 
kadoupévn ob wddat BeBalws olxounévn, 
Thuc. I. 2; and an example of false 
antithesis conveyed in a clumsy and in- 
tricate sentence, évOvunua movnpdy kal 
oxokes gmraryeduéoy, Dion. op. cit. 
c. 39, from the Melian dialogue, V. 95. 
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so that if it is not poetry, the author has at any rate suc- 
ceeded in making it as unlike good prose as possible. We 
must therefore look elsewhere for the exemplifications of which 
we are in quest. 

In the third chapter of the Rhetoric, Book tr. Aristotle 
distinguishes four kinds of wuypa “ frigidities” in prose composi- 
tion, the misuse of compound words, of yA@rra (explained above, 
Vol. 11. p. 141), of epithets, and metaphors; the fault in each 
case consisting in the introduction into prose of words and 
figures which are adapted only to poetry; duAa dxyduara being 
most suitable to dithyrambic, yAérra to epic, and metaphors to 
iambic poems. Compare Poetics, c. 22.1 These four kinds are 
illustrated from the speeches of Lycophron (already quoted), of 
Gorgias, and especially of Alcidamas, a follower of Gorgias and 
exaggerator of his peculiarities. As examples of dda dvopera 
he gives the phrases mrwydpovcos xcdaé2, “a beggar-witted flat- 
terer,” and émopxjcavras xai xarevopxyoavras®, which he quotes 
without the context, as if they were notorious cases and already 
well known to students of rhetoric. The two next kinds of 
yuxpa he illustrates almost exclusively from Alcidamas, but in 
exemplifying the misuse of metaphor he returns to Gorgias’ 
writings. Instances of pompous (ceprdy) and farfetched (sdpfo- 
6ev) metaphors, only fit for tragedy, are, xyAwpa nal fvaipa ra mpdy- 
para 4, and aicypas pew Eumetpas xaxds S€ ébépioas, “thou hast sown 
with shame and reaped with sorrow °.” To this he adds Gorgias’ 


1 The same subject is treated by 
Cicero de Orat. U1. 37—48. Acwrd 
évéuara are called verba novata, yAdr- 
rac inusitata, and peradopal translata, 
§ 152. 

2 Schol. 6 wévyns xara 7d Néyew Kal 
KoNakevet, 

8 Schol. 7d émiopkfjoae Aéyerat én 
Tod Wevdas dudcavros, obxy apudve roy 
arrds Yevoduevow elxeiy ériopxicayra' 
kal rd Karevopxfjoa Aéyerac érl ddnOds 
éubcavros’ ovx apudter 5é % Adéts airy 
pnOjvar éwl rot dmd@s elrrdévros 7d aX7- 
Ges, olov Sri Urép yh Svros rod #Alouv 
hepa éorly. 

4 As wedo not know what the mpdy- 
para are to which Gorgias applied these 
two epithets, it is not easy to determine 


the precise force of the expression. 
XAwpd denotes fresh, green, and vigor- 
ous, a8 a tree with the sap in it; and 
&vaiuais a corresponding metaphor from 
a body in which the life-blood still cir- 
culates. The entire phrase seems to 
signify a state, or constitution, still 
vigorous and flourishing, untouched by 
decay. Scholiasts and commentators 
desert us, as their manner is, like a 
London policeman, when we most want 
their aid. : 

5 The allegation of this phrase as an 
example of pompous or farfetched meta- 
phor, indicates a considerable difference’ 
of taste between Aristotle, at any rate, 
and ourselves. The severest modern 
critic would, I think, see nothing objec- 
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address to the swallow, when as: aire: serepery Guar 1s veperrepe— 
or as Plutarch in telling the same story expresses #. é¢cioqs os’ 
avréy drdorarov—which he says is of a “ first-rate tragic character.” 
“For shame, Philomel,” aicxpes ye & Sudeppha, exclaimed he. “ For 
it was no shame for a bird to do it, but in a virgm it was inde- 
corous. He did well therefore m abusing her to call her what 
she was rather than what she i.” Two other mstances of what 
were considered faults of taste in the use of metaphor by the 
Greek critics, are supplied by Lougimmus (ap. Spengel, p. 74%). 
Gorgias, according to him, was ridiculed for calling Xerxes, 4 raw 
Uepoay Zevs, and describing vultures a6 égfrya repu, neither of 
which probably would be thought a very hemous offence m a 
modern rhetorician. 

This vice of Gorgias’ style soon became proverbial, and long 
compound words and forced metaphors passed under the names 
of Topyia pyyara. Xenophon, writing most likely before the 
Sophist’s death, makes use of the phrase, Sympos. 0. 26, g» 3 
Hpiv of watdes puxpais kudikes exrfexa{oow, Wa cai eye ey Tepyscions papaciw 
eirw—compare Dion. Hal. Epist. ad Cn. Pomp. c. 2; and Synesius 
(ap. Ern. Lex. Techn. Gr. v. roppd{av) employs Fropyaicr as syno- 
nymous with wWouypor. 

Gorgias used to boast that he was never at a loss for topics 
on which to exercise his talents for fine speaking: his art of 
providing materials is explained by Aristotle, Rhet. m 17, 
p. 146. 17, “for if he has to speak of Achilles, he eulogizes 
Peleus, then Xacus, then the god (founder of the family), and 
in like manner valour, or’ he does so and so” (i.e. invents such 
and such topics]. It appears that Isocrates, the worthy disci- 
ple of Gorgias, had recourse to the same practice for enlarging 
the range of his subjects. Arist. L c. 

One of the rhetorical precepts of Gorgias recorded by 


tionable in the employment of such a 
metaphor in any prose of a more elevated 
and ambitious character than a treatise 
on the differential calculus or an act of 
Parliament. Another instance of a si- 
milar character, with which use has 
made us perfectly familiar, is quoted 
with censure from Alcidamas, who called 
the Odyssey, xaddv dvOpwrivou Blov «d- 
vowTpov, ‘‘a mirror of human life.” 

1 The received reading with no va- 


riation of MSS. is dpxolws 52 cal dviplas, 
G ra xal ra zoe. But the sentence 
hangs so ill together, and the # has so 
little meaning, that I think we ought to 
change it into the relative pronoun 7: 
and then the sentence will ran “and in 
like manner valour, which performs such 
and such feats,” ie. he first praises 
valour generally, and then proceeds to 
enumerate different acts of prowess; 
which may be multiplied ad infnétem. 
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Aristotle, Rhet. 11. 18, p. 149, 4, supposing it to be a fair spect 
men of his method of teaching, may give us a better opinion of 
his practical dexterity than of the scientific value of his lessons; 
but indeed this was the general character of the sophistical art 
of Rhetoric. He recommended his pupils to spoil, or destroy 
the effect of (dapéeipew), an antagonist’s earnest by jest, and his 
pleasantry by seriousness. There is no doubt much acuteness 
shown in this precept. To put a serious observation in a ridicvu- 
lous light, and, on the other hand, by assuming a solemn face 
and manner to convey the impression that your opponent has 
treated a serious subject with ill-timed levity, are when skilfully 
employed amongst the most effective weapons of debate or 
argument. They are, however, gw rod mpdyparos; and belong 
rather to the “art” than to the “science” of rhetoric. 

The only other notices of Gorgias which occur in Aristotle's 
Rhetoric are neither of them of much importance. In 11. 14, 
p. 138. 7, he quotes the opening of Gorgias’ ’OAvpmixds Adyos as 
an illustration of the rule he had just laid down; that the 
mpooiuow Of an emdeckrixds Adyos should consist of encomium or 
censure: and at the end of the same chapter, he finds fault with 
his panegyric upon the Eleans because it wants a preface, and 
starts at once with the main subject, "HXis ris eddaipwr. 

Of his method of instruction we have already quoted Aris- 
totle’s unfavourable criticism from the de Soph. El. (Vol. «1. 
p. 159). He compares the communes loci, and declamations— 
such as the laudationes et vituperationes, attributed by Cicero 
to Gorgias, Brutus, xu. 47—which the Rhetoricians wrote for the 
use and exercise of their pupils, to a stock of ready-made shoes; 
and the instruction which the Sophists gave to the offer of such 
ready-made articles as a substitute for teaching the art of shoe- 
making. From this we may form a judgment as to the scientific 
value of the Sophistical instructions so far as Rhetoric was con- 
cerned, and the probability of their pupils’ deriving moral benefit 
from them; and it throws a further light upon Meno’s avowal on 
behalf of his master, Gorgias, Men. p. 95, c, that he only un- 
dertook to make his disciples expert in speaking, dewovs Aéyew, and 
laughed at those who made any higher profession. 

Whether he wrote an art of rhetoric or not is doubtful, 
though the balance of probability seems to incline to the affirm- 
ative. Spengel argues the question, pp. 81—84, and comes to 
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the opposite conclusion, although ali the decusive passages which 

+ headduces are in favour of the former supposition. He wrote at 

"any rate wepi xaipov, in which he gave precepts for the observation 

of propriety in respect of the speaker himself, the audience. and 

the subject of the discourse. Dionysius, who makes the state- 

ment, adds that there was nothing worth mentioning m the 

work, and, in fact, that the subject itself ts mecapable of being 

comprehended under any scientific system. Spengel with great 

probability supposes that his rule for the treatment of jest and 
earnest was taken by Aristotle from this treatise. 

Dionysius farther says that he had met with no forensie 
speeches of Gorgias at all; some political discourses, but very 
few, as well as certain réyso: or treatises; but that most of his 
writings were declamatory compositions (the laudes et vitupera- 
tiones of Cicero): and he then quotes the fragment of the 
funeral oration as a specimen of his ordtnary style. 

So far we have been employed m collectmg the opinions of 
ancient authors, referring where it was possible to the testi- 
mony of Aristotle—a witness of unimpeachable authority and 

_ undoubted impartiality—apon Gorgias’ style, method of imstruc- 
tion, and the services he rendered to the development of the art 
which he professed; and we have seen that m the mam they are 
highly unfavourable: we must now add a few words upon the 
moral tendency of his teaching and the effect it was likely to 
have upon the minds of his pupils. 

On this head we shall be obliged to have recourse to the 
authority of Plato; and this may be done with the less hesitation, 
since we have already seen by the comparison of Agathon’s 
speech with Gorgias’ own writings, and again in the case of 
Prodicus, that, m respect of style and manner at least, Plato’s 
representation seems to be perfectly faithful. 

From Plato then we learn that he adopted the famous Sophis- 
tical definition of Rhetoric, the art or instrument of persuasion, 
Gorg. 453, a, 465, a, Phileb. 58, a, with its natural consequences, 
and practised and taught in accordance with it. He taught his 
pupils that probability was to be preferred to truth, and how by 
force of rhetoric to make the small appear great and the great 
small (that is, in plain terms, to pervert and distort the truth in 
order to serve the purpose of the moment); to give the old an 
appearance. of novelty, and the new an old-fashioned air; to 
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speak with conciseness, or spin out a subject to infinity, Pheedr. 
267, 4. The art of rhetoric was according to him the highest 
of all arts, because it made everything subservient to it, volun- 
tarily and not by compulsion, Phileb. 58, 4. The object to be 
aimed at by those who practised it was the acquisition of power: 
not, be it observed, to serve the state, but to serve themselves 
by means of the state, Gorg. 452, p, Meno, 73, c. He did not 
teach virtue, or real knowledge of any subject, but he habituated 
his associates to reply “fearlessly and in the choicest language” 
to any question proposed to them, as he himself undertook to 
give an answer to all comers on any subject on which people 
chose to inquire, Men. 70, B. Such was Gorgias’ notion of his art 
and its object, and such his method of instruction. If this 
account be true—and I have not intentionally exaggerated or 
“set down aught in malice”—it appears that he taught the young 
men who placed themselves under his charge to mould language, 
in which truth and justice were entirely disregarded, in a style 
so vicious that it became proverbial, with the sole object of self- 
aggrandisement: he taught them likewise to assume the profes- 
sion of universal knowledge with the same shameless ostentation 
which he himself displayed: and finally he made them get his 
own declamations by heart. No man, as Mr Grote has observed, 
openly inculcates immorality, that is, in direct and undisguised 
terms recommends what is accounted vicious by the society in 
which he lives; and for this plain reason, that even if the society 
itself did not step in to prevent it, such an outrage upon the 
feelings of the respectable classes of the community would 
prevent any but the most abandoned from resorting to his com- 
pany, and so would entirely defeat the very object he had. in 
view. But men may be corrupted in other ways than this: and 
one can hardly conceive any system of instruction which would 
have had a more mischievous and demoralizing tendency than 
that which we have just described !. 


1 Though Gorgias was certainly sans 
peur, he was not altogether sans reproche 
as to his personal character, as the fol- 
lowing bit of scandal in Plutarch, Conj. 
Preec. c. 43, witnesses. Topylou rod 
propos dvayvévros &y *Oduutia Aébyov 
wept dpovolas Tots “EXAnow, 6 MédavGos, 
Odros uty, pn, ocupBovrever wept dpo- 


volas 8s avrov kal rhy yuvatka xal Thy 
Oepdrawav lila rpets Bvras dpovoeiy ov 
wérexev, "Hy yap ws touxé res Epws roi 
Topylov xal fmdorumla rijs yuvaexds pds 
70 Geparrawldov. 

The only references to Gorgias in 
Aristophanes are, I believe, Vesp. 429, 
where he is introduced merely as the 
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Before we take our final leave of Gorgias we must add one 
‘¥ vord upon his philosophical creed, contained in his work sepi 
f feces, a subject which we have already touched upon, Vol. 1. 
p. 173. Mr Grote in his History of Greece, vm. p. 507, adopts 
a novel interpretation of his thesis o« écrw evden: which he says 
does not mean a denial of the existence of everything. as the 
words seem to imply, but only in the Eleatic or super-sensual 
signification of the term “existence.” Mr Grote argues no doubt 
from the extravagant absurdity of such ultra scepticism; for he 
has nothing else to rest his interpretation upon. The language 
of the ancient authors who notice it is, as we have seen, consist- 
ent, and as explicit as words can be. Let any one read over 
the 5th chapter of the treatise (printed in Aristotle’s works, but 
w supposed to be by one of his school) de Xenophane, Zenone, 
et Gorgia, and he will see that the description of the way in 
which he arrived at his strange conclusion necessarily presup- 
poses the literal interpretation of the phrase oidéy goruw. Amidst 
the obscurity and corruption of the text we can discern at least 
so much, that he used two arguments in support of this thesis; 
the one, derived from the conflicting and irreconcilable opinions 
of the preceding schools of philosophers, é» of pév ore év nai od wodda 
dxopaivovrat, of 8¢ Srt woAAGd Kai ody e, Kal of per Sri dyéwyra ol 8¢ ds 
yeropera éxWeixwvvra whence it follows, pyre éy pyre wodda elvat, pyre 
éyerenra pyre yesdpeva, and consequently that oider ay cin}: the other, 
worthy of a Sophist of his order, is based upon a quibble, the 
confusion of éori as a copula, and as the predication of exist- 
ence ; for we say rd yy dy dor: (or gor) py dv, and therefore rd p) 
é& “exists” just as much as ré dy, and no more—for, reversing 
the order, if rd py civa “ is,” rd evar ph elvas mpoojxe, “ existence 
and non-existence must be the same,” or in other words, 
“nothing is.” 
Again, if Gorgias had merely meant. to deny existence in the 


father of Philip; and Av. 1701, where 
he and his son Philip.are taken as 
the representatives of the “knavish” 
‘‘barbarian” rhetoricians who were 
then reaping such a harvest in Athens 
by means of their tongues. 

1 This is the way in which he em- 
ployed the arguments of Zeno and Me- 
lissus in arriving at his conclusion. 
“Following in the steps of Z. and M.” 


is a phrase which leads to a misappre- 
hension, for Gorgias followed equally in 
the steps of the philosophers of the op- 
posing schools, such as Heraclitus, Em- 
pedocles, Leucippus, and others who 
denied the unity of existence, and main- 
tained the plurality of phenomena. He 
used the arguments of Zeno and Me- 
lissus so far as they served his pur- 


pose. 
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Eleatic sense of the word, Isocrates, Helen. § 3, would never in 
speaking of his doctrine have used the very strong expression, 
“who had the audacity to maintain os obdey ray dvrav gor,” for 
many other philosophers had ventured to do the same without 
incurring the charge of irreverence ; indeed the Eleatic doctrines 
were not only not popular, but they must have been absolutely 
unintelligible to all but a few of the initiated in the higher 
mysteries of philosophy. 

True it is that if we could regard Gorgias as in earnest, 0 
would be inconceivable that he ever could have arrived at so 
monstrous a conclusion; and we must then have recourse to 
some supposition like Mr Grote’s to extricate ourselves from the 
difficulty. But I do not think that there is anything to lead us 
to suppose that Gorgias really believed in his own doctrine: it 
seems perfectly evident that he had no more a serious purpose 
in view when he maintained his thesis than the rest of the : 
Sophistical “wranglers,” é¢piorcxot, who abused their dialectical 
powers by arguing in the manner which we have illustrated in 
the preceding number of this series of papers; and incurred the 
unfeigned contempt of the great master of logic by so doing. 
The thesis of Gorgias was no doubt maintained as a mere exer- | 
cise of dialectical skill, a specimen of his power of defending: 
the most apparently untenable position, or making the worse 
cause triumph over the better; and may fairly be classed with 
the rest of his declamations, the laudes and vituperationes, by 
which he exercised his pupils’ memory and supplied them with; 
topics of discourse. We need no longer therefore be surprisec : 
that a declaimer and rhetorician like Gorgias should have : 
appeared as a philosopher, since the exercise of his ingenuity in § 
order to dazzle and confound was the sole object of his attemptc{ 
in this kind; by this view we obtain a harmonious and consistent} 
character instead of the combination of heterogeneous element 
in one; and we are now in a position to decide with what ju 
tice he rejected the designation of cogiorjs, whilst he claimed 
the appellation of s7rwp from his admirers and the public at largel., 


E. M. Cope. 1 
(To be continued.) 


1 Aristotle, Pol. 1. 13. p. 21. 23, such like, happens to say that it is bette 
(Bekk.) in speaking of some insufficient to do as Gorgias did, and simply enu 
definitions of virtue, such as ‘‘a good _merate the several virtues than define if* 
habit of the soul,” ‘‘right action,” and in this way. From this the singular con 
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A Critical and Grammatical Commentary on St Paul's Epistle 
to the Galatians, with a Revised Translation. By C. J. 
Exuticott, M.A. London: J. W. Parker and Son. 1854. 


The Epistles of St Paul to the Corinthians, with Critical 
Notes and Dissertations. By A. P. Stantey, M.A. London; 
John Murray. 1855, 


The Epistles of St Paul to the Thessalonians, Galatians, 
Romans ; with Critical Notes and Dissertations. By B, 
Jowett, M.A. London: John Murray. 1855. 


A Critical and Grammatical Commentary on St Pauls Epistle 
to the Ephesians, with a Revised Translation. By C. J. 
Evuicott, M.A. London: J. W. Parker and Son. 1855. 


Many theologians, who delight to dwell on analogies, have seen 
he lives and characters of the three Apostles, who stand out 
3t prominently in the history of the foundation of Christianity, 


ion has been drawn by writers who mortars, so those that were made by 
willing to make the most of the the manufacturers were Larisseans; 
ments of classical authors (Wester- for there were such people as Aapi- 
n, Gesch. der Beredtsamkeit, § 31.4.  comowl. The joke here arises from the 
3. de Gorg. Leont. p. 47. sq.) that double meaning of Adpicoa, which be- 
gias was amoral philosopher, or car- _ sides the Thessalian city, signifies also a 
on inquiries in the science of ethics. kettle or some cooking utensil. [Adpicoa, 
the same treatise, III. 2. p. 61.1. not Aapiocatos, as Schneider, and Liddell 
itotle refers to an ingenious evasion and Scott in their Lexicon, say: for 
in awkward question. Whilst he then the word would be Aapiooatorovol. } 
in Thessaly, where he seems to have It is much as if some one being asked 
x6 a considerable time, at Larissa, what made a citizen of the good town of 
e Thessalian, who had no doubt Sandwich, were to reply, a cook, for he 
rd his boast that he was able to an- was a sandwich-maker, and is no bad 
r any question upon any subject, specimen of the way in which Gorgias 
« him at his word, and asked him, _ fulfilled his promise of solving any pro- 
t constituted a citizen. Partly in  blem proposed to him. Whether 6n- 

and partly because he was really oupyés has also a double meaning, as 
loss, Ta wey tows dropay rd 5’ elpw- Schneider thinks, viz, manufacturer, and 
wevos, he replied that citizens were a magistrate in Dorian states, may be 
e by citizen-manufacturers—for as doubted; more especially as Larissa is 
vessels made by mortar-makers were not a Dorian state at all. 


Vou. IIL. March, 1856. 6 
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types of three successive ages in the subsequent development 
of the Church. In St Peter, the Apostle of the circumcision, 
they discern the representative of the epoch before the reforma- 
tion—in its fearless and uncompromising zeal, in its ceremonial 
observances and its rigid discipline. In St Paul they recognise 
the more liberal character of the Church in its later stage, when 
a larger spirit of inquiry has taken possession of men’s minds, 
and a more advanced view prevails of the duty of toleration. 
Lastly of all, they seem to see in St John the type of that third 
and happier age, when the doctrine of Christian love, which the 
last of the Apostles taught at Ephesus, shall be practically 
recognised throughout the Church—an age, of the dawn of 
which some sanguine spirits have discovered traces in the signs 
of our own times. 

It is not intended here to contest the general correctness of 
this view. - Those who have a deep conviction of the continued 
presence of Christ in His Church will see nothing unnatural in the 
progressive development thus attributed to her, while such as 
have made Ecclesiastical History their study, will probably recog- 
nise the substantial truth of this account. But is it not hasty to 
assume that we are already on the threshold of this third age? 
So far as our own times have any counterpart in the character 
of either of the Apostles, is it not rather in St Paul than in St 
John that we are to look for a type of the spirit—the better 
spirit—of the age? If a period of fifteen centuries is to be 
assigned to the first stage in the history of the Church, surely 
three or four will be but a meagre allowance for the develop- 
ment of those many phases of the Christian character, which are 
exhibited in the life and teaching of St Paul. May we not be 
laying hold of some one prominent feature in the portrait of the 
great Apostle, and vainly fancying we have reproduced the whole 
man ? 

The teaching of St Paul may perhaps be contrasted with that 
of St John, as breadth with depth. The doctrine of the Apostle 
of the Gentiles presents so extended a surface to view that it is 
impossible to comprehend it at one glance. Hence individual 
- minds seize on this or that feature with which they have the 
greatest sympathy. All sects and parties alike appeal to him, and 
none perhaps without some show of reason. Few, if any, are 
capable of appreciating the largeness and many-sided character 


Recent Editions of St Paul's Epistles. 83 


of the Apostle’s mind: but meanwhile, there are not wanting men 
who, as expositors of detached points, have shewn themselves 
deficient neither in ability nor in clearness of view. The writings 
of the beloved disciple have fared otherwise; we feel that there 
is a depth in them, which those only shall be able to fathom who 
have learned to love as he loved. Those who best feel his 
meaning are often least able to express it. We must wait fora 
very different state of Christian society, before the doctrine of 
St John will find a school of teachers able enough to expound it, 
and of hearers capable of appreciating it when expounded. Much 
indeed has been done within the last twenty years towards the 
criticism of the text and the illustration of the external features 
of St John’s writings, but it is no disparagement to those, who 
have devoted their energies to this great work, to say that there 
. are depths beyond depths still to be penetrated. The language 
of the Apostle is so transparent, that one is easily deceived in 
any attempt to estimate what lies below the surface. At all 
events, whether this account of the difference between the writ- 
ings of the two Apostles be accepted or rejected, the theology 
of the press, as well as of the pulpit, seems to shew the truth of 
what has been stated, that the teaching of St Paul is generally 
better understood and appreciated, though it be only piece-meal, 
than that of St John. 

The list of books on the criticism of St Paul, which heads 
this article, is an illustration of what has been said. It is a 
cheering sign to see so many works of a superior cast issuing 
from the theological press of England, within the short space of 
a little more than a year. And after making every allowance for 
whatever defects any of these volumes exhibit, it may be fairly 
questioned, whether the amount of ability, intelligence and learn- 
ing, brought to bear on a single New Testament writer, and 
given to the public within so short a time, has had any parallel 
in the annals of theological literature in England. 

It may perhaps be necessary to say a word by way of caution 
before entering on this review. The task of a reviewer is, under 
any circumstances, an invidious one. To read in a few weeks, 
and pass under examination in as many days, a work which has 
cost the writer several years of labour, is a course which may 
seem to savour of impertinent presumption. The reviewer is 
supposed to place himself in the position of a judge, and so to 
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assume a sort of superiority over the object of his criticism. In 
publications, in which the articles are anonymous, the incognito 
maintained by the writer in some degree shelters him from such 
imputations, but in this Journal it has been thought advisable to 
make each contributor responsible for his own production, and 
a writer is therefore exposed to the full force of a charge of 
arrogating a superiority to which he has no claim. It is hoped that 
in the present instance the extravagance of any such assumptions 
on the part of the writer of this article will be a sufficient safe- 
guard against their being imputed to him, and that it will not be 
necessary to abate any of that freedom of language which the 
interests of criticism and of the truth itself require—rodApnréov 
yap ovv ré ye adnbes elrreiv, GAAws re Kal rept adnOeias A€yorra. 

A thoughtful and popular writer justly complains of that 
‘tyrannous desire for uniformity, which confounds the judgment 
of men, when they are commenting upon each other... ; so that 
you often find that a long criticism upon a man, or his work, is 
but a demand that he should be somebody else, and his work 
somebody. else’s work!.’ In fact, a reviewer should in most cases 
confine himself to two questions; first, whether the work which 
the writer has undertaken was worth doing; and secondly, whe- 
ther it is well done. It is rarely that he has any right to inquire 
further whether the author might not have expended his labour - 
more advantageously in some other direction. 

It would be most extravagant in the present instance to fall 
into that false conception of a reviewer's task, which Mr Helps 
thus condemns. No three writers could well be named, who, 
having chosen kindred subjects, have displayed more striking 
contrasts in their manner of treatment, than the three editors of 
St Paul, whose names stand at the head of this article. It would 
be unfair to complain that Mr Stanley has not given us any 
metaphysical disquisitions after the manner of Prof. Jowett, or 
that Prof. Jowett has not rivalled Mr Stanley’s historical pictures, 
or to condemn Mr Ellicott because he has omitted both the one 
and the other, and confined himself to grammatical criticism. 
Let each be tried by his own standard. Where a writer attempts 
a task for which he has shewn himself unequal, he condemns 
himself; where he has succeeded he deserves our gratitude, 


1 Spanish Conquest in America, Vol. I. p. 275. 
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‘which should be proportional to the magnitude of the work he 
has assigned to himself. - 

Mr Ellicott, in his preface to the Galatians (p. xi.), has stated 
his reasons—based on the principle of the division of labour— 
for confining his commentary to the province of grammatical 
criticism. So far as success is a test of the correctness of a 
view, Mr Ellicott has certainly justified his opinion. It would 
not be difficult indeed to discover minor faults. The frequent 
Latinisms in his prefaces, the profusion of technical terms in his 
notes, the attempts to supply definite phrases for ellipses which 
are in their very nature indefinite !, the inconsistency with which 
he gives some various readings and omits to give others more 
important *, might be dwelt upon by any one disposed to criticise 
severely. But, on the whole, Mr Ellicott’s Editions of the Gala- 
tians and Ephesians? stand at the head of the New Testament 
literature of England for patient and accurate scholarship, and 
will not suffer from a comparison with the best works of Ger- 
many. Mr Ellicott’s work is not built on a foundation of hay or 
stubble. If he has not attempted any high flight, he has at least 
accomplished his task substantially and well. 

The editions of Mr Stanley and Prof. Jowett proceed upon 
one plan. We find in both the same apparatus of introductions, 
critical notes, translations and essays. But in the execution there 
is a wide difference, and, some common sympathies excepted, 


1 e.g. on Gal. i. 20, ii. 9, v. 13. Gal. v. 13 see below, note 2, p. 106, . 


St Paul’s ellipses seem to have caused After a comparison of these passages, 
as much trouble to ancient transcribers perhaps there will seem nothing harsh 
as they have to modern critics. in supplying the ellipsis in Gal. ii. 3, 4 
e.g. 1 Cor. iv. 6. Wa & jpiv pdOnre (ode Thros...qvayxdobn mwepirunOjva. 
7d ph [ppovety] Urep & yéyparrat. dud. 5¢ Tovs wapecadxrouvs Wevdadér¢gous), 
1 Cor. v. I. towatrn mwopvela writs as the sense seems to require, thus: ‘‘ But 
obde év rots EOveow [dvoudferar]. on account of (i.e. to satisfy) the false 
1 Cor. xi. 24. 7d cGpa 7d brep buGy brethren (the attempt was made) ;” and 
{ xAwpevoy al. aliter]. the words ols ovéé in the following clause 


The words in brackets are found in may have been omitted merely on gram- 
the Text. Rec. with more or less MSS. matical grounds by a transcriber ill ac- 


‘authority. quainted with St Paul’s usages. 

2 Cor. viii. 24. dviecxvdpevar [Text. 3 e.g. of the omission of ols odSé in 
Rec. évdeléacde]. Gal. ii. §. 

Gal v. 13. uh Thy AQevdeplay (F. G. 3 Of the commentary on the Ephe- 
suppl. dre]. sians I speak less confidently, as I 


See also 2 Cor. ix. 7, Rom. xiii. 7. have not examined it so carefully as the 
Of Mr Jowett's interpretation of other. ; 
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these companion volumes present only a marked contrast. Mr 
Stanley is essentially a historian, Prof. Jowett a metaphysician, 
The one is external, positive, definite to the verge of superi- 
ciality; the other is subjective, negative, profound even at the 
risk of obscurity. The one delights in discovering inobtrusive 
resemblances, the other in unmasking false analogies. The notes 
of the one teem with illustration, those of the other are singu- 
larly deficient in this respect. Few can paint a historical pic- 
ture with more faithfulness and vigour than Mr Stanley. Few 
can rival the depth of thought of Mr Jowett in portraying a 
mental phenomenon. 

Mr Jowett, indeed, seems to regard a fondness for that kind 
of descriptive painting, in which Mr Stanley excels, as a dan- 
gerous snare. These are his words: 

It is not one of the objecta of the present work, to enter minutely either into 
the history of the cities to which the Epistles were addressed, or into the local 
features of the country in which they were situated. To fill the mind with historical 
pictures or descriptions of scenery, will not in any degree help us to feel as the 
Apostles felt or think as they thought, any more than the history of the reign of 
George the Third, or a description of the scenery of Somersetshire or Cornwall, 
would enable us to understand the life and character of Wesley or Whitfield. 
Interesting as such pictures may be, they tend to withdraw us from a higher 


interest, which is to be found only in the private character of the Gospel narrative 
iteelf.—(Vol. 1. pp. 27, 28). 


And yet, I think, most people feel that they know the Apostle 
better, and are placed in a more advantageous position for 
appreciating his words and actions, by having travelled with him 
through the cities of Greece and Asia Minor, and caught a 
glimpse at proconsuls and legates as they passed, under the 
guidance of such a cicerone as Mr Howson for instance, in the 
‘Life of St Paul.’ 

In fact, the question is not simply ‘ What impression did the 
beauties of natural scenery make on the Apostle’s mind?’ or, ‘ How 
far did the history of this or that place affect the fortunes of 
the Church?’ Even if the most unfavourable answer be given 
to these questions, the plea for such descriptions is not ex- 
hausted. The traveller would still look down with intense inte- 
rest on those swelling Thuringian forests from the castle of the 
Wartburg, though he were told that Luther scarcely vouchsafed 
them a second glance, too intently busied in translating his 
Bible, or hurling defiance at the Pope, and his ink-stand at the 
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devil. Nor does any one think of blaming Scott for introducing 

the description of fair Melrose into ‘the Lay,’ though he can- 
didly tells us that his hero ‘ Little reck’d of the scene so fair.’ 
The justification is substantially the same in all these cases. Any 
description, which enables us to realise those in whom we are 
interested, demands our gratitude. We are in danger of viewing 
the characters of past history as vague abstractions, and we want 
to be recalled to the sense that they were real, living, acting 
men. In the case of an Apostle there is more than common 
danger of falling into this error, as popular conceptions will 
testify. While we view him as the penman of the Spirit, we are 
apt to forget that he was also one of ourselves, and our under- 
standing of his writings is matcrially impaired by this. Any 
description, which places him in connexion with outward scenes 
and events, however little they may have affected him personally, 
gives a reality to the portraiture, which we cannot afford to 
dispense with. 

Still Mr Jowett’s assertion, if a little too sweeping, is proba- 
bly true! in the main, that, ‘of that sensibility to the beauties 
of scenery, or of that romantic recollection of the past, which 
are such remarkable characteristics of our own day, there is no 
trace in the writings of the New Testament, nor any reason to 
suppose that they had a place in the minds of their authors.’ 
And we may accept this as a protest against the extravagant 
tendency to impute such impressions to the Apostles, which is 
often observable in books of a descriptive character. We may 
well believe that St Paul’s spirit was too deeply moved at the 
idolatries of Athens, to allow him, as he stood on Mars’ Hill, to 
gaze dreamily on the clouds sailing athwart the sky from Lyca- 
bettus: that he was too far absorbed in stemming the torrent of 
vice and profanity in the camp, to watch from the rampart of 
the Pretorium the tips of the Sabine hills rosy with the setting 
sun, and the thick veil of mist rising slowly from the plain below. 
Even if his work had not been of this engrossing kind, we may 
question whether it would have been otherwise. We know how 
Socrates, in language which must have seemed shocking and 


1 True, that is, as regards the im- ‘recollection of the past,’ when we re- 
pressions of natural scenery, but we can member the character and influence of 
scarcely allow its correctness of the the national history of the Jews. 
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almost profane to Wordsworth, declared that he confined his 
walks to the city, ‘because the fields and trees had nothing to 
teach him, while the people in the city had!’ And there is no 
reason for supposing that the details of scenery would have 
made a much more vivid impression on the Apostle than they 
did on the ancient mind generally: though he would have viewed 
them ina purer and a different light from his heathen contem- 
poraries, as the tokens of God’s goodness, and not merely as the 
sources of physical enjoyment. 

But to return from this digression. Both editors have adopted 
the text of Lachmann, and, if the alternative lay between this and 
the ‘Textus Receptus,’ no objection could be made to their choice. 
The text of the fourth century has every likelihood of being less 
corrupt than that of the sixteenth. Still Lachmann did not pre- 
tend that his readings always proceeded from the sacred writers 
themselves, and in many cases, true to his principle of giving the 
text as he conccived it to have stood in the fourth century, 
he retained those the genuineness of which he must have con- 
demned in his own mind. To accept Lachmann’s text as final 
therefore would be to use it for a purpose, which the great critic 
himself would probably have been the first to reprobate. 

Prof. Jowett and Mr Stanley have ventured, it is true, to 
speak in favour of a departure from Lachmann’s readings occa- 
sionally in their notes, but generally they are far too ready to 
accept his text as final. The following is perhaps the most 
flagrant instance of a passionate fondness for Lachmann’s text 
at any cost. It may appear to some a reductio ad absurdum 
of this extravagant admiration. 

The passage 1 Cor. vii. 32—34 stands thus in the received 
text: 6 Ayapos pepimvg rd rod kuplov, mas dpdoa rp xuplp 6 Bd yaunoas 
papipyG rd Tov Kdopou mis apices TH yuvackl. pepdptoras 1} yu) Kab 1} map- 
GBévos. 4) Gyapos pepimvG ra rod Kvplov, Wa # dyla nal oc@part Kal mveipare: 
} 8d yapjoaca pepiuva rd rod Kécpov, nae dpéoca r@ dvdpl. Tischendorf 
reads kal pepépioras wal, in other respects agreeing with the 
Received Text?, Lachm. with A, B, has rf yuvatel, nal pepdperra. 


1 Phedr,. p.230D. If the real So- the mouth of Socrates immediately be- 
crates is speaking here, as seems pro- fore, p. 230 H, 0. 
bable, we must recogniso the disciple 7 Yot we are told that ‘ Tischen- 
rather than the master, in the descrip- dorf has substantially the same text as 
tion of scenery which Plato puts into Lachmann, but punctuates differently.’ 


— 
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tal} yur) i dyopos ual 9 wapcros § Syapes pepeee vi Ter cxpicn, ou, 
z7.4. Now it seems not improbable that Lachmann gave the 
reading thus, because he found it m his authorities. not because 
he believed it to represent the origina] words of %« Paul. Indeed 
the sense is completely shattered by adopting this reading; and, 
even if it were otherwise, the repetition of Zapes would raise 
a& suspicion against its integritv. Yet Mr Stanley not only 
retains it, but even considers that ‘the sense is in favour of’ 
Lachmann’s reading. It is no easy matter indeed to find any 
interpretation whatever, but by a remarkable diversification of 
the meaning of dyapos and a little juggling with particles the 
following sense is elicited by Mr Stanley: ‘The unmarried man 
has indeed anxiety, but it is for the cause of Christ: bat the 
married man has the additional anxiety about worldly matters, 
and the gratification of his wife, and is thus dirided between the 
interests of Christ and of the world. In like manner with regard 
to women, both the married wife and the unmarried woman have 
an arxiety to please Christ, and be ready for His coming ; but the 
married woman has besides the additional anxiety to please her 
husband.’ Does Mr Stanley intend to apply the lwcus a non 
lucendo principle to the interpretation of cyayos in one clause 
and not in the rest? If so what authority has he for this sense, 
and on what ground does he vary its meaning in the two clauses? 
or do his words signify something quite different from what they 
seem to signify ? 

Both editors have pursued the plan of excluding direct 
reference to previous commentators, whose views they adopt 
or combat. Much may be said on behalf of this plan; for, as 
the value of an opinion generally depends on other considerations 
than the names by which it is supported, little is lost by the 
omission, while reparation may be made for obligations to others 
by a general acknowledgment. But Prof. Jowett goes a step 
further: he not only omits to mention his secondary authorities, 
but as frequently as not neglects to give any reference to primary 
sources, Thus the reader is told that Strabo gives such and such 
an account of a certain locality, or that St Jerome expresses 
himself in a particular manner with regard to a certain sect, 
There is another error in Mr Stan- misconstrued Tischendorf’s note “‘c E 
ley’s account. ‘The common reading is  (? si ita habet, falsus est scriba exscri- 
based on the reading of D.’ Has he bens D)”’? 
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without being allowed any opportunity of testing the accuracy 
of the statement. This is likely to be injurious both to the 
author and his readers: for the necessity of revising references 
is a wholesome check on the fallibility of the writer: while the 
omission of authorities places his readers in a position of reliance 
upon him, which interferes greatly with their independence of 
judgment. : 

The two editors have wisely chosen their respective portions, 
in the division of labour. As there is no Epistle which would 
afford greater scope for Prof. Jowett’s metaphysical speculations, 
than that to the Romans, so the letters to the Corinthians 
present a fairer field than any others for historical illustration, 
in which Mr Stanley excels. Yet, notwithstanding this, we rise 
from a perusal of Mr Stanley’s volumes with an impression that 
he has taken upon himself a task for which he was unfitted either 
by his intellectual constitution or by his previous training. His - 
edition of the Corinthians is far from being without merit. His 
illustrations are felicitous, his historical pictures are vigorous and 
striking. He is peculiarly happy in tracing the alternations of 
feeling as they surge through the Apostle’s mind. He catches 
and notes down each shadow of emotion with great quickness 
and sagacity. There is besides a freshness and geniality run- 
ning through the work. Lastly, if he is not always profound, he 
is always interesting. ; 

Indeed Mr Stanley possesses so many noble qualities of heart 
and head, that it is painful to have to charge him with vital 
defects as a commentator. To speak plainly, he seems to be 
entirely wanting in that habit of strict accuracy, which is the 
first and second and third requisite for a successful critic. That 
this charge is not unfounded, I trust the following instances will 
shew, though they might have been multiplied many times over. 

Mr Stanley in his preface (Vol. 1. p. xi.) gives an account, 
which professes to be extracted from the Prolegomena of 
Wetstein and others, of the MSS. on which the text of the 
Epistles to the Corinthians is founded. The whole occupies a 
little more than a page and a half. Accuracy is the only merit 
to which a list of this kind can lay claim, and the absence of this 
is scarcely pardonable, where the matcrials are so easily attain- 
able. Unfortunately Mr Stanley’s account is made up of state- 
ments either absolutely incorrect, or so loosely worded as to 
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mislead others. The lacune in C are wrongly given, the most 
important of all (from 2 Cor. x. 8, to xiii. 13,) being omitted. 
D, we are told, is called Claromontanus, ‘ from the Monastery of 
Clermont, near Beauvais.’ This indeed is true as far as Beza is 
‘concerned ; but if it was necessary to say so much, misappre- 
hension would have been avoided by mentioning also that there 
are grave reasons for believing that Beza was wrong in specify- 
ing the locality as ‘apud Bellovacos,’ and that the MS. (if indeed 
he did not confuse it with another) was procured from the more 
famous place of the same name in the Auvergne. The lacune 
in F and G are wrongly given, 1 Cor. iii. 8—16 being ascribed to 
F, and 1 Cor. vi. 7—14 to G, whereas the two are common 
to both. E is said to have been once ‘at St Germain’s.’ What 
Mr Stanley understood by this is not clear; but I think few of 
his readers would discover, from his language, that the locality 
which gave its name to the Codex Sangermanensis is not the 
town of that name in the neighbourhood of the royal palace, but 
the monastery of St Germain des Prés in Paris, G, Mr Stanley 
says, is called ‘ Boernerianus from its first owner, Prof. Boerner of 
Dresden.’ Wetstein tells a different tale (Tom. 1. p. 9): ‘ Hune 
eodicem nescio unde sibi acquisivit Paulus Junius... Post mortem 
Junii...fuit P. Francii,...deinde C. F. Boerneri Professoris Lipsien- 
sis.’ Of J we are informed, that it is called ‘Angelicus Romanus,’ 
‘from Cardinal Angelo Mai.’ It really bears this name, as being 
deposited in the Angelican Library at Rome, founded by Cardinal 
Angelo Rocca some two centuries before Mai saw the light. Add 
to this list of errors three wrong references, and Mr Stanley’s 
account of the Uncial MSS. will not appear very trustworthy. 
After a loosely-worded statement about the versions, Mr Stanley 
proceeds—‘ Of the cursive MSS., between the 9th and 15th 
century, there are 300 containing St Paul’s Epistles, all of them 
doubtless with these two Epistles.’ This was a rash conjecture 
to hazard when the probabilities were so strongly against it; 
but at all events a glance at Scholz’s list will shew its incorrect. 
ness. 

All these mistakes are crowded within the narrow compass of 
a little more than a page and a half. Still, if Mr Stanley’s errors 
had been confined to this passage, they might have been over- 
looked. And indeed in a work covering so much space, and 
embracing so many details, the plea of human fallibility might 
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well have been allowed for an occasional misstatement. But 
unfortunately errors are sown broadcast through the two 
volumes; and these often of the most palpable kind, and such 
as might have been avoided by less than ordinary care, and 
reference to the commonest and most accessible sources of 
information. 

Mr Stanley’s account of dydzpy (1. p. 287) is a sample of his 
habitual inaccuracy. ‘ The word dyamy is in this sense (i. e. of the 
christian virtue of love) altogether peculiar to the New Testa- 
ment; and in the New Testament to the writings of Paul, Peter 
and John.’ He should perhaps have added St Jude (v. 2, dyam 
sAnOvvbein), and certainly the writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews 
(vi. 10, x. 24), unless the view seemingly held with regard to its 
authorship in the ‘Sermons on the Apostolical Age’ has been 
since abandoned. ‘ The verb dyamay, indeed, is used in classical 
Greek, but in the sense only of acquiescence and contentment, 
or of esteem and value.’ This I believe to be a wrong account 
of the classical usage of this word. In their earliest sense 
ayardw and its derivatives (dyara{o, dudayarda{w) almost invariably 
denote the outward expression of affection or respect. They 
are used for instance of welcoming a stranger (Od. vii. 33, xiv. 
381, xxiii. 214), or fondling a child (Il. xvi. 192). And even in 
passages where one might be disposed to interpret them other- 
wise, they will still bear this meaning, (e. g. Od. xxi. 289). 
Indeed we may question whether the Homeric dyannrdés in the 
phrase vlos dyarnrds ought not to be explained ‘fondled!, caressed,’ 
rather than ‘ beloved.’ Even so late as the age of the Tragoedians, 
the notion of an external act is still prominent. ‘Ayamdw and its 
derivatives appear to be found in Euripides alone of the great 
trio; and in the only three passages where they occur in this 
writer, they always refer to paying the last honours to the dead, 
(Hel. 937, Suppl. 764, Phoen. 1327). How or when the transition 
in meaning from the outward expression to the inward feeling 
was effected, we have not data to determine; but it is clear that 
dyandw Was commonly used in the latter sense at the commence- 


1 A passage in the Odyssey (xvi.17)  éOdvr’ ef darlys yalns Sexdrw énaur¢, 
seems to point to this as the proper joivoy rydvyerov, TQ éx’ ANyea woddd 
meaning of dyarnrés: poyhon’ ; 
ws 8¢ rarhp bv raida diha dpovdww dya- ds rére Tyrduaxov Oeoedéa Stos UpopBds 

wage, wdvrTa Kicey repipus. 
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ment of the 4th century B.c. But to return to Mr Stanley’s ac- 
count of dydrn. ‘ The substantive ayarn only occurs in Cant. ii. 4, 
y. 6, viii. 6, 7, for sexual love, and there probably suggested by the 
Hebrew feminine from M208 [form M28 ?’]’ This is loosely 
worded, but in no sense true. There are no less than fifteen 
instances given in Trommius of the occurrence of dydrn in the 
LXX. In another passage (11. p. 290) Mr Stanley in discussing 
the same word is equally unfortunate. ‘ In many passages the 
Apostle speaks of love....it is a new virtue. Its name first occurs 
in his Epistles.’ This last statement is ambiguous and, if taken 
literally, is false. ‘ In the first three (Gospels) the word (dyér) 
itself is not used.” Would Mr Stanley expunge Matth. xxiv. 12, 
Luke xi. 42? 

Here are other specimens of the same carelessness. 

1 Cor. viii. 13, eds rév aiava, ‘for ever.’ ‘ It occurs frequently 
in the Gospels, but only here in the Epistles.’ The phrase is 
found twice in St John (1 Joh. ii. 17, 2 Joh. 2), once in St Peter 
(i. 25 from LXX), and frequently in the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
sometimes as cited from the Old Testament, and sometimes in 
the writer’s own words. 

1 Cor. xi. 2. ‘ From this (trado) was formed the barbarous 
substantive “traditio.”’ Yet Cicero and Livy, Pliny and Tacitus, 
are vouchers for the respectability of this barbarous intruder. 

1 Cor. xvi. 16, cuvepyotvre xat xomiavrs. * The force of the ov» 
is, as it were, carried on to coma», there being no Greek com- 
pound of [omit?] ovyxomaw.’ The word ovyxomde, which is unob- 
jectionable in itself, is given in the common lexicons, and in fact 
occurs in Ignatius ad Polyc. ec. 6. 

2 Cor. viii. 24. ‘ édeaks is both in the New Testament and in 
the classical writers always used for a “a strong,” “a decisive” 
proof.’ Perhaps Mr Stanley was thinking of drddags. The word 
évdecés in classical Greek is an Attic law-term for a peculiar kind 
of information lodged against an offender. 

Akin to this is Mr Stanley’s error in his account of émriuia, 
2 Cor. ii. 6. ‘The word émrmia occurs nowhere else in the 
New Testament; but its meaning in classical Greek is in favour 
of the sense of “fine” or “rebuke.”’ This, it must be con- 
fessed, is a discovery ; émriia in classical Greek generally means 
‘the possession of the franchise’ as opposed to aria. The 
fullest lexicons do not recognise Mr Stanley’s sense of émripia as 
classical. 
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In Vol. 1. p. 297, Mr Stanley says, that ‘ the word ordinarily 
used in sacred as in classical Greek for the language of a nation 
or country, is ddAecros and not yAdcoa.’ St Luke is the only 
sacred writer who uses &:dAexros. Of classical Greek the assertion 
is still more incorrect. wy; is perhaps the word oftenest used 
in this sense, but yAdcca is of far more frequent occurrence 
than d:adexros. For instance, there are eleven examples given in 
Schweighseuser’s Lexicon to Herodotus of this sense of yAdvoa, 
not one of d:aAexros. - 

In other cases Mr Stanley’s errors involve more important 
questions than those of a merely critical interest. For example 
on 2 Cor. xi. 27, év Awe nat Sixvec, ev ynorelats roddaxis, he has the 
boldness to say: ‘Not voluntary “fasts,” of which there is no 
instance in the Apostle’s life, unless it be Acts xiii. 3, and of 
which the mention would be out of place in an enumeration 
of hardships resulting from natural causes; but “days with- 
out food,” as in vi. 5.’ This interpretation may be the correct 
one, but the statement which I have italicised and by which it is 
supported, is certainly false. ‘When they had ordained them 
elders in the church,’ says St Luke, ‘they (Paul and Barnabas) 
having prayed with fastings (mpocevédpevor pera vaoretdv) Commend- 
ed them to the Lord on whom they had believed,’ Acts xiv. 23. 

Even in the domain of history, in which one might have 
looked for more exactness from Mr Stanley, the same maccu- 
racy prevails. Here is an instance: ‘Such (i.e. a Macedonian 
Christian) in all probability was the author of the Acts, who 
must have joined him from Philippi and also accompanied him 
to Rome (i. p. 146), and later on he speaks of St Luke as a 
Macedonian, ‘ if the view be correct which supposes the author 
of the Acts to have joined him (St Paul) from Philippi,’ (11. p. 160). 
Strangely enough the authorities referred to in both places in 
support of this theory, are the very passages of St Luke (Acts xvi. 
10, 40), which are generally believed to shew that the writer 
joined St Paul at Troas before he visited Macedonia the first time. 
How Mr Stanley can have put any other construction on the plain. 
language of St Luke, passes comprehension. At all events an 
explanation was needed. But for Mr Stanley’s mistake, it would 
have been unnecessary to state that the first person appears first 
in the narrative during St Paul’s stay at Troas before crossing 
over into Macedonia for his first visit, Acts xvi. 10, that it is 
dropped at xvi. 40, where the Apostle leaves Philippi, and that it 
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is resumed again xx. 5, after his subsequent visit: thus seeming 
to shew that St Luke had remained there during the interval and 
was taken up by St Paul on the latter occasion. In fact there is 
no sufficient reason for departing from the common tradition that 
St Luke was a native of Antioch!, supported as it is by slight 
circumstantial evidence, and not invalidated by a single con- 
sideration of importance. But I think it would give a significance 
to St Luke’s use of the first person, and explain his silence about 
the time and circumstances of his joining the Apostle, if we were 
to suppose that Theophilus, to whom the history is dedicated, 
was himself a native of Philippi, and had made the acquaintance 
of the Evangelist during his protracted stay there, between the 
two visits of St Paul. 

Nor does Mr Stanley redeem his character for scholarship in 
matters purely grammatical. Let us look for a moment at his 
treatment of tenses. On 1 Cor. i. 17, Mr Stanley has this note, 
‘ Unbelievers are regarded by St Paul as already dead, —believers 
as already saved. ‘“ Asweet savour...in them that are saved, and 
in them that perish,” 2 Cor. ii. 15.’2_ These present tenses, cafo- 
pevois, droAAupéevos, it appears, are to be considered as pasts: but, 
as if this were not enough, we have only to turn to a later note, 
and we discover that these same tenses are treated no longer as 
pasts but as futures. On 1 Cor. xv. 2, Mr Stanley says, ‘ The means 
by which you are to be saved at the last (cwfecbe being used in 
a future sense, as in the phrase “ The Lord added to the Church 
such as should be saved,” (rovs cafopévovs), Acts ii. 17, and 


Acts, and between the Acts and the 
third Gospel. WinerGramm. § 64. 111. 2. 


1 ij. e. Antioch in Syria. In con- 
jecturiug that there is some confusion 


with the Pisidian Antioch in this legend, 
Mr Alford has allowed himself to be led 
astray by an illusive interpretation of 
Acta xiv. 22. Speaking of the preach- 
ing of Paul and Barnabas, St Luke uses 
the words xapaxadoivres cupdvew ri 
wlore xal Sri Set Huds eloeOcty els ri 
Baotrelay rot Geod. Here det yds elced- 
Oety x.7.X. is the language of the preach- 
ers themselves, as the word dr: shews ; 
and this abrupt transition from the 
oblique to the direct narrative is espe 
cially characteristic of St Luke's style, 
and one subsidiary proof of the unity of 
authorship between different parts of the 


. rd 


gives only a few instances out of many. 
Mr Alford in his note on the passage, 
and in his prolegomena (II. p. 7), wrongly 
takes this language as indicative of the 
writer's presence at Antioch in Pisidia 
on thia occasion. He rightly rejects 
the ‘common’ explanation that juds is 
used by the writer ‘as a Christian and 
of all Christians.’ 

2 Nor is Mr Jowett’s language more 
satisfactory on this expression ; ‘ all cal- 
culations respecting the future were to 
them lost in the fact that they were 
already saved—ol owfipevor and ol ow6y- 
odpevos indifferently.’ Vol. II. p. 458. 
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compare 1 Cor. i. 18, 2 Cor. iv. 8.’ Of the same chameleon-like 
complexion seems to be Mr Stanley’s conception of the aorist. 
On 2 Cor. v. 15, he remarks, ‘ dréGavoyv may either be “ died ” or 
“are dead.” It has the full indefiniteness of the aorist.’ But in 
a later passage (11. p. 213) we read, ‘It is true that the aorist 
occasionally bears an indefinite signification, which cannot be 
rendered as applying to any special past time. Thus in 1 Cor, 
vii. 28. Perhaps also “are dead” in 2 Cor. v. 15, should be the 
reading of drééavov. But these perhaps are the only instances in 
which the rendering by the past tense is not admissible, and in 
most it is required.’ What again is Mr Stanley’s view of the force 
of the perfect, may perhaps be gathered from the following 
note (on 2 Cor. xii. 9). ‘ etpyxév por. The perfect tense seems to 
indicate that this was the constant reply, “ Thrice I besought 


Him, and each time His answer has been this. 


1 Yet a reference to Winer would 
have set Mr Stanley right ; ‘dieses Per- 
fectum steht von einer Eroffnung (des 
Herrn) die nicht blos als damals gesche- 
hen sondern als fortdauernd giiltig (er 
hat mich beschieden, und dabei muss ichs 
bewenden lassen) bezeichnet werden soll.’ 
Gramm. § 41. 4. note. 

A Quarterly Reviewer (No. cxov.), 
who otherwise shews an exemplary re- 
gard for the rights of grammar, still 
feels obliged to confess that the strict 
force of the tenses is not always ob- 
served in the N. T. His only reason 
for this concession appears to be the 
necessity of sometimes rendering an 
aorist by a perfect in English. But this 
difficulty occurs constantly in classical 
writers, (see Vol. 1. p. 317 of this 
Journal) who yet escape any charge of 
inaccuracy, and is to be referred to a 
difference of idiom between Greek and 
English—a difference not greater than 
may be found in the use of tenses 
between two modern languages, as for 
instance, between English and German. 
The Germans frequently use a perfect, 
where we should use an aorist. 

More of the nature of an ‘experi- 
mentum crucis’ is the usage of the Greek 
perfect. Ifin a single instance it were 


”*1 But the treat- 


impossible to assign to this tense its 
proper force, as preteritum in presenti, 
the defence of the accuracy of the N.T. 
writers in this respect would be con- 
siderably weakened. But this appears 
not to be the case. Winer has satis- 
factorily explained efpyxe in 2 Cor. xii. 
g as above. He seems to give up elAnge 
in Apoc. v. 7. Yet I think the perfect 
here has a peculiar force. St John’s 
words are xal dew xal efrngev [70 
BiBrlov] éx ris Seteas Tod KaOnpévou ext 
ToU Opovol. Kal dre f\aBev rd BiBrlor 
--. Execay... kal ddovew dy Kawi ré- 
yowres "Akcos ef NaBety ro BiBAlov. Here 
it is obvious that the ‘taking of the 
book’ is the central fact, round which 
the others are grouped. The change 
from the aorist to the perfect marks this 
emphasis—‘ He has taken the book—the 
event long looked for has taken place.’ 
The effect of this transition is similar to 
that which is produced in many passages 
in classical writers by the change from 
the aorist to the present, when the 
principal event is spoken of. See Jelf, 
Gramm. § 401.6. Another perf. 2 Cor. 
ii. 13. "ENOuy 5€ els rhy Tpwdda... 
ov Exxnka dvecw r@ wvevmarl pov TG 
far) evpety pe Throw... dd\d\d. dworatdpuevos 
avrots ¢&fj\Gov els Maxedovlay, presents 
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ment of tenses in these volumes is so hopelessly confused and 
contradictory, that any attempt to analyse it would be vain?. 

‘Nor do we find more success in the exegesis of words. 
instances. must suffice :— 

2 Cor. xi. 8, ‘ éyanoyv, “ pay, as of a soldier,” so used, because 
the soldier’s pay was originally paid in what the Greeks called 
cyomoy, grain, meat, &c. Cesar, B. G.1. 23.15 Polyb. v1. 39. 
12.’ Polybius here distinguishes between the soldier’s ration of 
corn (ocroperpeicba) and his allowance (éyenor), which was, at 
least in theory, to enable him to procure éyoy for his bread. 
So too Dionys. Ant. Rom. 1x. 36. 

On 1 Cor. v. 10, we have an account of s\covécrns, in which 
Mr Stanley accepts the view that s\covefia often signifies ‘ sensu- 
ality’ in the New Testament?. This view seems tv be without 
foundation, and to have arisen from the common but mischievous 
practice of assigning to words, as their independent meaning, 
significations which they derive in special cases from connexion 
with a particular context. Mr Stanley’s instances do not bear 
out this sense. Few, I think, will see this meaning in 2 Pet. 
li. 3, é€v wAcove£ia rAaarois Adyos bpas épropevoovra. In 1 Thess. ii. 5, 
there is no more reason for assigning the meaning ‘ sensuality | 
to &y mpopdce mdeovefias in the one clause than to é» Ady@ xodaxeias 
in the other. The position of s\covefia in its ordinary sense in 
the catalogues of sins, Eph. v. 3—5, Col. iii. 5, is as natural 
as in other instances (e.g. 1 Cor. v.10, 11, vi.10). In Ephes. 
iv. 19, eis épyaciay dxabapoias maons év mdeovefia, and in 1 Thess. iv. 6, 


Two 


ro pr) UmepBaivew Kat weoverteiy ev TH mpaypart, the notion of sensu- 
ality is contained in the context, not in the word itself. In the 
latter instance, for example, why assign this special sense to 


more difficulty, though unnoticed by 
Winer, and passed over by the commen- 
tators generally. The explanation seems 
.to be that St Paul views his distress 
during that anxious period as a lasting 
lesson, for this is his tone throughout 
the first chapter, and especially v. 9: 
avrol éy éavrots Td dwéxpiua Tod Gavarot 
écxyxapey tva ph wemorOdres Suey 
ép éavrots. In a later passage, 2 Cor. 
Vii. 5, obdeulay Exxnxey dvecw 4 capt 
hav, the word foxnxe has probably 
crept in from the earlier passage, (ii. 
13,) and we should read foyer after 
Lachm. with B, F, G, K. A friend has 


Vou, III. March, 1856 


ingeniously suggested that fexnxa in St 
Paul isa 1st aor. formed from cxjow like 
€9nxa from Ojow; but one would desire 
some confirmation before accepting this. 

1 See for instance the notes on 1 Cor. 
xiv. 20, 2 Cor. i. 13, ii. 13, xii. 1, viii. 
17 (compared with 1 Cor. v. 9); and 
contrast Mr Stanley’s professions (Vol. 
II. p. 312, 3) with the manner in which 
the tenses are actually treated in the 
translation which follows. 

3 Mr Jowett too seems disposed to 
make the words w)covetla and dxafapala 
convertible. See notes 1 Thess. ii. 3, 
Gal. v.19, Rom. i, 29. 
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wAeoverrety and not to iwepBaivew? Is it thought that ddccia is used 
in classical Greek with the meaning ‘ sensuality,’ because in the 
Nicomachean Ethics (v. 4) po:yeia is viewed as a species of adixia? 
Mr Stanley’s passages only shew that St Paul sometimes contem- 
plated the sin of sensuality as a sort of mAcovefia, not that he 
assigned the special meaning of ‘sensuality’ to the word itself: 
and this is all that the language of the Greek commentators im- 
plies!. One of Mr Stanley’s solutions of his phenomenon is this: 

‘It may be from some accidental connexion of the word wdeovetla with 
“idolatry,” whence its use for the sensuality which so often accompanied idolatry. 
This last view is confirmed by the use of the word Y}$3 (which usually means, 
and is translated ‘‘ covetousness” or “ rapine”) in Ps. cxix. 36, ‘Incline my heart 
unto thy testimonies, and not to covetousness,” where the context would rather 
require the sense of ‘‘idolatry,’’ as in v. 37, and by the fact that the same word 
in Ezek. xxxiii. 31, is by the LXX. translated yzudopara, as though they had read 
a¥¥ “idol.” So also Col. iii. 5.’ 

What does this note mean? Is Mr Stanley’s argument from 
the passage in Ezekiel this? Because the LXX. translators were 
led either by their own carelessness or ignorance, or by a wrong 


reading, into a confusion between Y¥2 and IY, or because 
generally by a slight transposition of letters these words might 
easily be confused, therefore an ‘ accidental connexion’ was 
established between their respective meanings ‘ covetousness’ 
and ‘abomination’ or ‘idol,’ and hence between ‘ covetousness’ 
and ‘sensuality ;’ and therefore the Apostle, on the strength of the 
connexion thus established, used sAcovefia indifferently for the one 
or the other? If not, what is the argument ? 

If our belief in Mr Stanley’s efficiency as a commentator has 
not received its death-blow already, it will scarcely survive his 
self-contradictions. Any one who will take the trouble to com- 
pare the translation at the end of the second volume with the 
notes, will find how numerous these are. Meanwhile let two 
instances suffice. 


1 Cor. ti. 13. mvevparixois mvevparixa ovyxpivovres. 


wv, Tv. gvyKp. (not ‘comparing’ but) ‘Interpreting spiritual things to spi- 
‘unterpreting and explaining (asin LXX. ritual men.’ 
etc.) spiritual things by spiritual.’ If (Translation, 11. p. 318.) 


wvevparixots were masculine, and so 

formed the connexion with what fol- 

lows, it would be, not yvyixds 8é, but ydp. 
(Commentary, I. pp. 65, 66.) 


1 See the passages from Chrysostom, Theophylact and Theodoret in Suicer, 
8. vv. Idcovexréw, Tcovetia. 
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1 Cor. xv. 1, 2. yrupife ipi ro ebeyydues....rim Aéye ciqyyOusd- 


pny up. 

***T remind you of the Gospel, i.e. of 
the way in which I preached it.” On 
the phrase ri \éyy there is no peculiar 
stress: it is the same kind of redun- 
dancy as in the expression \éyos cogias 
etc., and merely calls attention to the 
manner, as distinct from the subject of 
his preaching.’ (I. p. 345.) 


A few pages later Mr Stanley refers 
to this passage in the following bo- 
guage: “‘ He had recalled also the very 
words in which be had announced it 


(rim Moye.” UL. p. 363.) 


_ Indeed Mr Stanley seems so far to forget what he has written 
at times, as to conclude a note in a manner quite inconsistent 
with its commencement. For instance, the conclusion of the 
remarks on adda viv ovxert ywsoxoper (2 Cor. v. 16), is quite irre- 
concilable with the interpretation of do rov viv (v. 15) given on 


the same page!, 


1 We might almost conjecture that 
Mr Stanley had written the greater part 
of his note, before he became aware of 
Mr Jowett’s deductions from this pas- 
sage (see Jowett, I. p. 7), and that the 
clause ‘But the words lead us to infer 
that something of this kind had once 
been his own state of mind etc.’ was 
added in consideration of these specula- 
tions. But the result is a complete in- 
congruity. Desinit in pristin. 

With regard to Mr Jowett’s specu- 
lations, though we may allow a certain 
growth and spiritual progress in St Paul, 
as both reasonable in itself and in ac- 
cordance with the Apostle’s own lan- 
guage (Phil. iii. 13), still any such dif- 
ference between his earlier and later 
teaching as Mr Jowett’s opinion in- 
volves, is directly contradicted by his 
strong assertion of the unchangeableness 
of the Gospel, Gal. i. 6 (remarked by 
Mr Jowett’s Quarterly Reviewer); for 
occurring as it does in the very Epistle 
in which Mr Jowett finds the strongest 
proof of the Apostle’s change of doctrine, 
this language could have excited nothing 
but ridicule in the Galatians, to whom 
it was addressed, from its monstrous 
incongruity, if his view of St Paul’s 


And in Vol. a. 


p. 129, the second hypothesis is 


earlier teaching were correct. Nor does 
this view seem to be borne out by the 
passages adduced in its support, if right- 
ly interpreted. 

As an answer to Mr Jowett it might 
be sufficient to say that his interpreta- 
tion of these passages depends on a re- 
cognition of the distinct value of every 
word, and that after so low an estimate 
of the precision of the Apostle’s lan- 
guage as he has given elsewhere, we 
might reasonably refuse, on his own 
grounds, to follow him, when he asks 
us to recognise the integrity of meaning 
of ér or viv or el cal. But this would 
be an argumentum ad hominem, and the 
truth would gain nothing by it. Let 
us therefore examine the passages them- 
selves. 

Mr Jowett’s interpretation of 2 Cor. 
v. 16, Wore tyets ard Tov viv obiéda 
oldapyev kara odpxa’ el be kal éyrwxaper 
kara odpxa Xpiucrdv, ddAd viv ovxére 
ywwoKkoper, depends on two points, (1) 
that jets and éyruxapew refer to the 
Apostle himself and that he is not 
‘speaking in his own person of Chris- 
tians generally :’ and (2) that the phrase 
el xal éypwxapey implies that the thing 
had taken place. But of (1) we cannot 
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one which he has himself excluded in a former part of the same 
note. 

Typographical errors are innumerable. Words are inter. 
changed; lines or parts of lines are sometimes transposed ; the 
Hebrew points are almost as often wrong as right; the Greek 
accents are strangely abnormal. If one may judge by the 
accents of yAwaca, yAdcoat, yAdocay, five times on the same page. 
(Vol. 1. p. 297) compared with yAdcoas of the text, or those of 
dyriAnyis, xuBepryors Compared with dvraAnwes, cvBepyyoes (1 Cor. 
xii. 28), the corrector of Mr Stanley’s sheets seems to have 
regarded the accentuation of oblique cases as following the 
nominative independently of the quantity of the final syllable 


allow that there is ground for confining 
hpeis and éyrdxapev to the Apostle him- 
self. It is very rarely that St Paul 
uses the plural when he speaks exclu- 
sively of himself—perhaps 1 Thess. iii. 
Y, 2 is the only indisputable instance, and 
here the plural is further defined ver. 5, 
kayo pnxért oréywv Eweuwa,—whereas 
it is his constant habit to identify him- 
self with the faithful. As regards (2) 
another passage, 1 Cor. vii. 21, el xal d0- 
vacat EdevOepos yevér Oat, ardor xpijoa, 
shews that ef xal may introduce a con- 
dition which is hypothetical, and that 
we cannot there assume that el xal... 
éyrwxayev describes what had actually 
taken place. These qualifying circum- 
stances considered, no more definite 
sense can be safely attached to the pas- 
sage than this: ‘Though you or I or 
any faithful brother at any previous 
time have known Christ according to 
the flesh, yet now we know Him (not 
‘I shall know him,’ as Mr Jowett) so 
no more.’ This foundation will scarcely 


_bear Mr Jowett’s superstructure. 


The explanation given of Gal. v. 11, 
éyw 5é, ddedgol, ef weprrouhy Ere xnpio- 
ow, Tl Eri Siwxopuat, falls to the ground, 
if the second ér: does not refer distinctly 
to time, though it is far from established 
if this be conceded. But the usage of 
St Paul is distinctly in favour of those 
who consider &re as ‘logical.’ Like #37 


or viv dé in Greek, or ‘tandem’ in Latin 
or ‘now’ in English, this temporal ad 
verb sometimes passes over to a logica 
sense. The phrase rl ér only occur 
twice besides in St Paul (Rom. iii. 7 
ix. 19), and in both cases with thi 
logical meaning. It is worth remarkin, 
too that both these instances occur it 
the Epistle which most strongly resem 
bles, and is perhaps nearly coinciden 
in point of time with, that to the Gala 
tians. There is a strong probabilit 
therefore that the second ér: is logical 
and signifies ‘this being the case.’ Fo 
the first ér« see Gal. i. 10, el Ere dvOpd 
wots #pecxov, where ér: evidently refen 
to the time before his conversion. 

How much force Mr Jowett attri: 
butes to a third expression cited bj 
him is not clear. His words are, ‘It is 
remarkable also that long afterwards, 
in writing to the Philippians he shoulc 
have described this very time, the time, 
that is, of his writing the Epistle to th 
Thessalonians, though more than four. 
teen years after his conversion, as thi 
beginning of the Gospel, iv. 3.’ If thi 
implies that St Paul considered what hi 
had taught for thirteen or fourteen yean 
to be no Gospel at all, or only thi 
Gospel in a rudimentary form, it woul 
have been as well to state this plainly 
If so stated, I think it would strike bu 
few minds aa a probable explanation. 
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But Mr Stanley should have seen to this himself. It is impossible 
not to contrast this neglect with the scrupulous exactness with 
which the late Archdeacon Hare revised his works for the press, 
described apparently by an eye-witness!, as an “ elaborate 
minuteness which to the bystanders was almost wearisome to 
behold,” and to ask whether a little such labour would not have 
been well expended on these volumes. 

Vilibus in scopis, in mappis, in scobe quantus 

Consistit sumptus? 
No one can afford to dispense with the brooms and sawdust of 
criticism—<‘ neglectis flagitium ingens,’—at least so thought Hare, 
and perhaps he was right. 

If this review of Mr Stanley's critical defects has already 
occupied more space than the subject might seem to demand, 
my apology must be, that it was impossible to make a grave 
charge without sustaining it by examples; and, that some pro- 
test was necessary few will probably deny, who have seen the 
laudatory notices bestowed on Mr Stanley’s scholarship in more 
quarters than one. When af length a writer in an important 
and influential review 2, not content with praising the book for 
the merits which it really possesses, goes out of his way to 
recommend it as ‘not inferior in careful execution of the exe- 
getical portion to the best German commentaries,’ it becomes 
necessary to speak out on behalf of English scholarship, no less 
than of common truth and honesty, however disagreeable the 
task may be. 

Of Mr Stanley himself it is impossible not to speak with 
respect. When we consider how much we owe to his previous 
literary labours, it would be ungenerous and ungrateful to con- 
demn him for a mere error of judgment in mistaking his strength 
in a single instance. There are not a few, probably, who are 
able to trace a distinct stage of their intellectual and spi- 
ritual growth to the influence of the ‘ Life of Dr Arnold.’ The 
‘Sermons on the Apostolical Age,’ if they have no great claim 
to originality, are still full of noble sentiments nobly expressed. 
' The ‘Memorials of Canterbury’ present a vivid and faithful 
picture of past times, such as few living writers could equal. Of 
‘ Sinai and Palestine’ it would be premature to speak confidently, 


1 Quarterly Review. No. cxcut. p. 3 Quarterly Review. No. Cxov. p. 
9. 151, note. 
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ability and well-earned reputation of their advocate, no less t 
the distinguished position he now holds, may dispose some 
assign to them more than their due weight. 

It will be observed that Mr Jowett’s principles of interpre 
tion multiply the uncertainty of ascertaining the sense of a sacredg. 
author. It is the uncertainty compounded of the allowance 
be made for the supposed arbitrariness of a language in i 
decline, and the imperfect knowledge of the writer who employs 
it’, It will be necessary to consider these two positions sepa- 
rately. 

With regard to the charge of vagueness brought against the 
Greek language of this period, Mr Jowett seems to start from 
a position fundamentally wrong. He proceeds, if I mistake not, 
on the ground that the degeneracy of a language almost neces- }; 
sarily involves its indefiniteness. But what reason have we, 
either from a priori considerations or from actual observation, 
for concluding so? I would wish to speak with some reserve, 
because confidence on such a question can only be founded on 
a larger induction of facts than I am master of; but the case ; 
seems to be as follows. A language after it has passed the turn- 
ing point of its life, displays its tendency to decay by the want 
of flexibility in its syntax, and by the loss of the power of evolving 
new words and forms of words. Old forms, old syntactic con- 
structions are lopped off, and the tree has no sap to enable it to 
put forth new branches in the place of those that have fallen 
away. It loses expression; it becomes more meagre, but not 
more vague. Nay, on the contrary, it would seem that there is 
in many cases a tendency to greater definiteness. The grammar 
and vocabulary become subjects of discussion. Rules are framed, 





1 Note on 1 Thess. iv. 7. ‘The ap- 
pearance of antithesis arises, partly from 
the love of variety natural to all lan- 


nymes implies a greater copiousness of 
Greek than we should expect from the 
Apostle’s usual language.’ The whole 


guage, partly from an awkwardness in 
the use of language, in a late and rhe- 
torical age, by a writer who was imper- 
fectly master of it.’ Again on 1 Thess. 
v.27 Mr J. asks, ‘ Why does St Paul use 
such vehemence of language ?... is it that 
he is not corhplete master of his words ?’ 

Even Mr Stanley (on 2 Cor. vi. 14— 
16) says, ‘The multiplication of syno- 


of the second Epistle seems to me to 
be a refutation of the charge implied 
here. Take, for instance, the climax 
2 Cor. vii. 11, cxovd%p, dwodoylay, dya- 
vdxrnow, PbBov, éxcwbOnow, SHdov, éxdl- 
know. It is only just to Mr Stanley 
however to say that he seldom holds 
such language. With Mr Jowett it is 
much more common. 
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mciples of composition are laid down. Thus the value of 
and expressions is stereotyped. On this however it would 
unwise to insist strongly, as many incidental and local causes 
y tend to counteract this influence. 
Nor, when we come to the Greek language in particular, can 
discover any special forces at work sufficient to reverse this 
eral law. It would be unwarrantable indeed to assert that 
e and there local influences did not corrupt it, or that it was 
ually pure, wherever spoken. Still generally the wide diffusion 
of Greek, as a medium of communication, was no insufficient 
guarantee for its integrity. The deep-rooted and far-spread 
knowledge of this language throughout the civilised world at the 
time of the Christian sera and subsequently is probably without 
a parallel. Neither the diffusion of Latin in the middle ages 
nor that of French in our own day will bear any comparison . 
with it. The Greeks were the recognised masters of civilisation ; 
their colonies were spread far and wide: they were a most 
important item in the population of all the large cities, especi- 
* ally of the capital. The most intelligent, thuugh not always the 
most honest, portion of the humbler population of Rome was 
Greek. Their language was the language of art and literature, 
no less than of commerce!. Considering the increased facilities 
of intercourse, we are not surprised to find greater uniformity in 
the later language, than it exhibits in the classical period. The 
Greek spuken at Rome bore a much closer resemblance to that 
of Antioch or Alexandria, than had existed in an earlier age 
between the dialect of Athens, and those of Thebes ur Sparta. 
It is probable that the general impression of the vagueness 
and arbitrary character of the Hellenistic Greek, which 
Mr Jowett has sanctioned, is to be traced, in great measure, 
to the practice of referring it to the standard of the Attic 
Greek of the fourth or fifth century before the Christian era: 
of referring it, that is, to the usages of a particular period and 
dialect, rather than to the general principles of the language. Yet 
this practice is obviously unfair. No one thinks of judging the 
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1 Bunsen says of Hippolytus, ‘He intercourse.’ Hippol. 1. p. 496 (2nd ed.) 
wrote in Greek, but not merely as our On the Greek character of the Christian 
fathers wrote in Latin, as the medium church at Rome, see Milman, Latin 
of learned intercourse. Greek was at Chris. 1. p. 28 qq. 

Rome the living organ of international - 


106 Journal of Philology. 


language of Homer by the standard of Archilochus or of Solon, 
or of requiring the latter tod conform to the usages of Plato or 
Xenophon. If this were done, we should find numberless excep- 
tions to our preconceived rules. We should leave the study of 
Homer especially—impressed with the idea that he was a most 
incorrect and arbitrary writer. The landmarks of a language 
are always changing. At any two periods widely separated in 
point of time the difference will be appreciable. Yet the change 
is so gradual, and there is so much of stability at any one given 
epoch, that we may consider it for that epoch as fixed and 
definite. Letus only endeavour to explain the later language by 
itself, and we shall probably find it as little arbitrary and as much 
amenable to law, as it was in its earlier stage. 

Indeed when we come to compare the language of the New 
Testament writers with that of the age and country of Pericles, 
our surprise is rather that it should have undergone so small 
a change, and that the earlier dialect should throw so much 
light on the later. The general structure of the language is the 
saine. Even in particular usages there is seldom any variation. 
Moods and tenses! are employed with the same shades of mean- 
ing. Particles occur in the same combinations and with the same 


force. 
links. 


Sentences are attached together by the same connecting 
Exceptional usages there undoubtedly are, but these are 


neither many, nor, except in a few instances, important ?, 


1 The strict classical meaning of the 
tenses is, I believe, always preserved 
in the New Testament. A handful of 
passages which appear at first sight to 
be exceptions, have been considered in 
a former note (p. 96), but even if the 
explanations there given be deemed un- 
satisfactory, they will still sustain no 
charge against the New Testament lan- 
guage. No one accuses Thucydides 
with misuse or ignorance of the force of 
tenses on account of the difficulty of 
explaining the perfect in iii. 18, ppovpra 
Ecrw Uj éwl Trav Kaprepay éyxaryKodé- 
anrat. Critics despair of the text ; per- 
haps it may be justified if we suppose 
that the forts were found there by the 
Athenians and were still standing when 
Thucydides wrote, so that éyxaryx. = 


tornxe. QGxnra and éxricra: are fre- 
quently so used, but the nearest parallel 
that I can find to Thucydides is in St 
Luke iv. 29. é¢’ od 4 wédes @xoddunro 
avra@yv, ‘had been built,’ i.e. stood. 

3 The most striking deviation from 
classical usage, that occurs to me, is 
the New Testament use of uh with a 
participle, which has a much wider range 
than in the earlier language. Yet this 
is no violation of principle, but rather 
an extension of a particular mode of 
looking at the subordinate event cun- 
tained in the participial clause. It is 
viewed as an accident or condition of 
the principal event described by the 
finite verb, and is therefore negatived 
by the dependent negative wh and not 
by the absolute ov. Rom. iv. 19, xal 
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But supposing i to be granted that there is wo suficiest 
reason generally for mzputimg a want of precision to Greek im ths 
later stage, still, it may be urged, cought mot some allowance te 
be made for the imperfect knowledge which &%& Panl may have 
possessed of it? Before examming his language in ieelf, can 
we draw any inference from his antecedents as to the probable 
extent of his knowledge? What do we know of his birth, his 
education, his -life, bearing on this question? These a priori 
considerations are of some valine in this case at least, because 
they depend on a few simple facts, and the clearness of our 
judgment is less likely to be clouded over by a complication of 
details, than in a subsequent inquiry into his language as we 
find it. 

St Paul was born in a city, thronged indeed with a mixed 
population, but m which Greek was the general medium of com. 
munication—a city, too, second not even to Athens or Alex- 
andria for its schools of literature and philosophy. He was 


ph doOerheas Ty xlora [ot] caraiysce 
Td éavrov copa oy vrevexpwpdévor, is a 
case in point, whether we retain od or 
omit it with Lachm. In the latter case 
the sense will be, ‘he so considered his 
own body now dead, as not to be weak 
in the faith.’ Yet Mr Jowett takes ud 
with carerénoe, and translates, ‘he con- 
sidered not as being weak in faith his 
own body now dead,’ which would be 
ob xareénoe. Mr Jowett seems to 
hold some heresy with regard to p74. 
There can surely be no authority for 
his interpretation of Gal. v. 13: Tyets 
éx’ ddevOepla exdHOrre’ ... ubvor wh rip 
éXevOeplay els dpoppiy TH capxi dd\AG Sid 
THs Gydwns Sovredere ddAfAOs. ‘The 
best way of explaining the construction 
is to take rip é\ev0eplay as an accus. in 
apposition with the previous sentence : 
= that calling unto liberty.’ Not to 
mention any other objection we should 
expect od in place of 47. The E. V. is 
right, ‘only use not (your) liberty,’ and 
this is an example of St Paul’s ellipses 
mentioned in a former note (p. 85). 
On a third passage, Rom. iii. 3, wh 7 
dwioria atria riy xlorw 700 Oeod Karap- 


yhoa ; wh yore, Mr Jowett remarks 
‘ny is used in the New Testament indif- 
ferently in questions intended to have 
either an affirmative or negative answer 
(Luke vi. 39, John viii. 22). That in 
this passage the answer would have been 
affirmative follows from 4) y@aro in 
the next verse, which deprecates the in- 
tended assent.’ Strangely enough in 
the two passages referred to in support 
of this view the sense clearly shews that 
a negative answer is required. The 
passage from Romans also is strictly 
in accordance with classica] usage ; but 
Mr Jowett has made a difficulty by con- 
fusing the ‘answer intended ’ (a suffici- 
ently ambiguous phrase in itself) and 
‘the answer which would have been 
given.” My» interrogative is only used 
when the questioner considers that the 
question ought to have a negative answer, 
i.e. when the person questioned would, 
if a rational man, return a negative 
answer. The answer that he expects to 
have is quite an ulterior matter. The 
New Testament usage will be found in 
this particular neither wider nor nar- 
rower than that of classical Greek. 
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taken, perhaps early in life, to Jerusalem; yet even here he must 
have been almost daily thrown among people with whom he had 
no other language but the Greek in common. He was placed 
under a teacher who was honourably distinguished above his | 
contemporaries for the attention he paid to Greek literature. 
After his conversion, he travelled about year after year among 
nations with whom he could hold no communication except in 
Greek. The communication he did hold was of the most trying 
and varied character—by letter, by conversation, by prayer, 
by preaching. Those friends, with whom he lived on terms of 
the closest intimacy—Barnabas, Luke, Sylvanus, Timotheus, 
Apollos, Titus, Tychicus, Trophimus, and many others—must all 
of them have spoken Greek with fluency, and few out of the 
whole number can have been able to converse with him in any 
other language. With every inducement, and, we may be sure, 
every wish to perfect himself in his knowledge of Greek, he 
must indeed have had a singular intellectual incapacity if these 
large opportunities were thrown away upon him. This is not 
quite impossible, but is it at all probable with one endowed at 
once with so much patience and so much energy ? 

It is probably no exaggeration to say, that during the last 
twenty years of St Paul's life, for every Hebrew or Aramaic word 
he spoke or wrote, he must have spoken or written forty or fifty 
Greek words. If he did not know Greek then, what language 
did he know? Certainly no other—neither the provincial 
dialect of Cilicia, nor the Aramaic, nor the old Hebrew, nor 
Latin—has an equal claim to be considered his familiar tongue. 
External evidence seems to leave only the alternative of Greek 
or nothing. 

Nor does the examination of St Paul’s language greatly dis- 
appoint expectations formed on these external grounds. There 
is indeed at times a strong dash of Hebraism, especially in 
passages where the subject is peculiarly Hebrew in character. 
There is occasionally, too, a Hebrew phrase translated into the 
corresponding Greek. But generally speaking, what has been 
said above of the Greek language at this epoch is strictly 
applicable to that of St Paul. It would be impossible to enter 
into details here. The best test of the truth of the principle 
here maintained is the success of its application to the interpre- 
tation of St Paul. We need not be afraid of applying tq it the 
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. arbitrary criticism can never command. 


In one sense indeed St Panl is most ungrammat-ca. >t mi 
in the same sense in which the charge may de broucic Iwme <0 
Thucydides. It is a defect. ff « be noe racter an excellence, 
which arises from a remarkable energy of mind and sveng-i of 
feeling. ‘ There is,’ in Mr Stanlev’s wor:is (Pref. 5. v.). - 3a fis 
proportion between the thought ami ianguuge. -2e <hougit 
straining the language till « cracks m the procesa.—e shipwreck 
of grammar and logic, as sentences are whirled through the 
author’s mind—a growth of words and thoughrs out of and nte 
each other, often to the utter entanglement of the argument, 
which is framed out of them.” If by -logic” here be meant 
logical arrangement, as distingurshed trom logical conception, 
this account of Mr Stanley’s ss, I believe. as strictly true, a3 it = 
forcibly expressed. ll this, however. does noc aifect Se Panui’s 
knowledge of Greek; and there seems to be no ground for 
charging him either with ignorance of the temper of his weapon, 
or with want of dexterity in wielding it. 

It was impossible-that Prof. Jowett’s views of the language 
of St Paul should not to a great extent vitiate the character of 
his commentary. And in spite of the honourable mconsistencies, 
before alluded to, we find this to be the case. We are told, for 
instance, that one word is used for another, as da for ¢» (1 These. 
iv. 14) and «is for me (Rom. ix 10)!, that prepositions are 


- matter for the ear to decide. 


1 On the first of these passages, ov- 
rws kal 6 Oeds rods xouunPGvras 3d Tou 
"Inood dite civ avrg, Mr Jowett says 
that ‘the order will not allow us to 
connect the words é&d +r. ’I. with ate.’ 
It seems to me that the order is rather in 
favour of the connexion ; but this is a 
Judicent 
peritiores. At all events the order is 
not so clear as to justify Mr Jowett in 
his assumption. 

On the second, é& évds xolryy Exovca 


"Ioadx Tou rarpos hyo, we read, ‘ els 


here unemphatically for ris. To make 
a contrast between the one husband of 
Rebecca and the two wives of Abraham 
is ridiculous.” Mr Jowett is. here set- 
tins up a man of straw in order to 
knock him down. St Paul dwells on 
the fact that they were both sons of the 
same father, and therefore had the same 
hereditary claim—that the election of 
the one rather than the other may ap- 
pear in a more striking light. 
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employed in a wrong sense (Gal. iv. 13)!, that the meanings of 
words are not to be scanned too nicely (Rom. viii. 38, xi. 15). 
We find perfect tenses treated as aorists (e. g. 1 Thess. ii. 1), and 
p» taken for od. (See note 2, p.106). The Apostle is accused of a 
want of point (Gal. ii. 5, iii. 19, Rom. xii. 11), of being led by 
sound rather than sense (Gal. vi. 10), of using rhetorical anti- 
theses. 

This last charge is repeated again and again in various forms. 
Sometimes it merely amounts to an assertion, that St Paul was 
fond of viewing the gospel truths in the light of antitheses, in 
which case it seems to be not only harmless but even true. In 
other cases it is preferred so broadly that it is equivalent to 
charging the Apostle with using a species of rhetoric which is at 
once meaningless and suicidal. We can easily conceive a kind of 
antithesis which deludes both the writer and the reader into the 
belief that the two antithetical clauses have some difference in 
meaning, and that they appeal to the mind as well as the ear. 
But when the whole stress of the antithesis is laid on a single 
word, as for instance in Rom. iii. 302, and when the opposition is 
brought out with singular force, we shall perhaps be more dis- 
posed to suspend judgment, in case we cannot satisfy ourselves as 
to its exact significance, than assume that it has no meaning at 
all. It would be little less than idiocy to venture on an antithesis 
of this kind, where the only possible result would be to shew the 
poverty of the writer’s thoughts and the hollowness of his 
language. 

.To the same misconception probably is to be traced the 
tendency, which we find in Mr Jowett’s commentary, to reject.a 
simple and obvious interpretation of a passage in favour of one, 
which calls in the aid of confused constructions, or double 
meanings of words, or anacolutha, and, at the cost of much 
ingenuity, produces after all only an obscure and unsatisfactory 


1 80 dcPévacay ris capKxos ebyyyeNod- 
nv bay. £The supposition that St Paul 
was obliged, owing to some bodily weak- 
ness, to stay longer with the Galatians 
than he intended, neither appears so 
irreconcilable with the context, nor so 
antecedently improbable as to justify a 
departure from the correct translation. 
The real difficulty . . is not to be ascribed 


to the language, but to our ignorance 
of the circumstances.’ Ellicott, in loc. 
And such is the language of Meyer 
also. 

3 repirophy éx wlorews kal dxpo- 
Buorlay 5:4 ris wlorews. See also 
Mr Jowett’s notes on 1 Theas. iv. 7, Gal. 
i. 1, 6, Rom. i. 32, viii. 10, x. 10, re- 
garding St Paul’s antitheses. 
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This note of Meser’s is met selected em account of any trans- 
cendent merit, but merely becamee % seems to treat the passage 
in a plain and imteliigible manner. 


1 It is difScult to diecrmmmate @ all 
cases between Dos and érepes, and 
Meyer’s language im the mote here cited 
is not altogether unobjectionable, though 
in the mam hw distinction 1s correct. 
The primary difference seems to be ths: 
Dos is encther an not the same, Erepos 


Erepas ‘= most clearly marked in ie ccen 
pounds. as érepspulpes, ‘cne-erved.’ 
When our attention is confined to twe 
objects, we naturally compare and com- 
trast theun: hence frepes gets to sig- 
nify ‘unlike, opposite,” and we have 
such phrases as Erepes dalner, Thue 


another as one of tro. The sense of while Des is generally canfined to the 
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Mr Ellicott complains ‘ That the synonyms of the Greek 
Testament, a most important subject, have been greatly neglected, 
(Pref. to Gal. p. xii) Of Prof. Jowett, on the other hand, i 
was not to be expected, that with his views of St Paul's language, 
he would pay much attention to this branch of Biblical exegesm, 
and we can only regard him as acting in perfect consistence with 
his principles of interpretation in dismissing attempts at nice 
discrimination between words as so much lost labour—addAexs po 
7a Toaira yapievra iyyoupat diay 8 Sewvov nal extxdeov ani ow wapw core 
xous avdpés, as he might say with Socrates. Perhaps the plea 
for synonymes, as against Mr Jowett, may be placed with advan- 
tage in the following light. 

There is a hexameter line in St James (i. 17) running, sacs 
8éo18 dyaby nai wav 8eépnyua réXevov, which is translated in our version, 
‘Every good gift and every perfect gift.’ Now, I have no autho- 
rity for extending Mr Jowett’s principles of interpretation in all 
their length and breadth to St James. Indeed, the case is 
slightly different. The Greek of St James is considered ‘better’ 
than that of St Paul; and this circumstance has been used to 
invalidate the authenticity of the Epistle, though mghtly consi- 
dered it is only another evidence of a fact sufficiently established 
on independent grounds, the wide diffusion of the Greek lan- 
guage. Still, I think, there would be nothing extravagant in. 
presuming that a disciple of Mr Jowett would not have greatly 
quarrelled with the English version, and that any attempt to 
discriminate between ddéors and ddpnua would have been gently 
but firmly put aside by him—dre povocxds dv spadrepoy—as a piece 
of misplaced subtlety. It would probably have been considered 
a sufficient explanation of the passage to dismiss it as a mere 


negation of identity, repos sometimes im- 


mvetua and evayyédov: the identity of 
plies the negation of resemblance. This 


the former is best negatived by dA)os, 


seems to be the case in this passage in 
Galatians, and also in 2 Cor. |. c. d\Xov 
*"Incoty ... xveta Erepov. . . edayyé\coy 
&repov, where, though 4Ados might have 
been substituted for Zrepos and vice versd, 
without destroying the sense of the pas- 
sage, still the words are more appropriate 
in their present position ; the personality 
is the prominent feature in ’Iycody (it is 
not Xpiordyv), the ethical character in 


the resemblance of the latter by repos. 

1 It should be remembered that mere 
grammatical correctness is no measure 
of the comparative acquaintance of two 
writers with a language. If it were so, 
Muretus might be said to know Latin 
better than Tertullian, though in com- 
mand over the language the Italian rhe- 
torician will bear no comparison with 
the African father. 
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held more or less definitely by the Greek fathers'. But as it is 
important, and has not received the attention it deserves from 
modern critics, I may perhaps be excused for dwelling upon it. 
When cyjpa occurs in the New Testament, it signifies that 
which is ‘external,’ ‘changeable,’ ‘ fleeting.’ The ‘fashion of 
this world’ is, rd cyqpa rov xdcpou rovrov (1 Cor. vii. 31). ‘ To fall 
in with the fashion of the world’ is, ovcynpari{erOat rG ald rovre 
(Rom. 1. c.). ‘To follow the capricious guidance of: our pas 
sions’ is, cvoynpariferOa rais éOupias (1 Pet. i. 14). Thus much 
seems to be clear. The sense of popd) is not so obvious, and is 
to be traced chiefly from the passages in which it is contrasted 
with cyjpa. The most important of these is Phil. ii. 6, 7, 8: & 
poppy Geot tmapyay...adAa éavroyv éxevecey pophiy B8ovdov AaBar...& 
duompart avOpéirwy yevdpevos Kat oxnpare eipebeis ds GvOpwros. In the 
first of these clauses, I think, all will allow that é» oynpare deoi 
would be inappropriate. In the second, the word éxévwoer implies 
the assumption of a completely new nature. In the third, eipe 
Geis points to the appearance presented to the world. These 
considerations seem to shew that popdy is contrasted with cyjps 
as that which is ‘intrinsic’ and ‘essential’ with that which is 
‘outward’ and ‘accidental.’ The three clauses denote respect- 
ively the true divine nature of our Lord (é» pop¢g Ocov trdpyer), 
His true human nature (sopdi» Bovdrov AaBav), the externals of His 
human nature (ocyqjpar. eipebeis). To the divine nature, pop? alone 
is applicable, and of this cyjpa would be out of place. The 
human nature has two aspects: it may be viewed either in itself, 
or in its outward fashion: the one is popd}, the other cyjua. The 
same distinction is marked in the passage from the Romans, out 
of which this discussion has arisen. 1) cvoynpariferOa x.r.2., 
' Follow not the fleeting fashion of this world, but undergo a 
complete change (assume a new form, become new beings) 
in the renewal of your mind.’ In short popd) is used by 





1 The following extracts (taken di- 
rectly from Suicer) shew that the senses 
assigned in the text to poppy, ox7pma, 
pbppwors were recognised by the Greek 
commentators. 

Chrysost. Hom. 2 ad Heb. p. 437. 
womrep 7 wopph rod B8ovrov ob8ey Addo 
dudalyer, 7 dvOpwrov dwrapdd\axror’ ov- 
Tws h popgph rol Geol ob8ev Ero eudalver 
4% Seb», So Theophyl. on Phil. ii. 6, 


P- 591, mopph Ocod % obcla Aéyerar. So 
also Theodoret, and others. 

Chrys. Hom. viii. on Tim. iii. 5. 
pAppwow, Epuxyow xal vexpdr, xal oxjua 
pévov xal rémov xal tréxpsw 8y)oir. 
Hesych. and Suidas too explain uippwou 
by oxjjua. 

See Suicer s. vv. popdh, p5pgw- 
os, oxhpa; and the passages cited by 
Fritzsche on Rom. xii. 2. 
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where the chanre 3s merely sutwart. feos. ilsurt. re word 
employed by & Pani and firine repesce=. i ie s—ounpduirin 
but peresyynerifcofa, 2 Cor. xi 13. 0 wm -nmrn yertemen 
épyara: Oden, at. «=Thev will observe aby tor nn oivs presserss 
where St Paul dees speak ef that wimest Bo Oren wit keen 
external, and does not eanpler syfjer be ST kG TEM aosom 
as inappropriate, aed adepts piscecz IDMER? Pom 5 a. - 
piphecey sH0 yrevens, 2 Tam. mm 3, uisters circum). weve the 
termination -ems denotes ‘the atumeg afer ao sfscume the 
poppy. Had the word psapt: cccanred im ender of 2bese paxserses, 
it would have gone a great way towards destrov-re the Gistmc- 
tion I have given. These, as far as 1 know. are the on'y pas 
sages in which eysps oF pope, or ther derivatives, are found m 
the Epistles, with the exception of 1 Cor. iv. 6, sexesyynansa es 
énavréy, Which is rather a confirmation than otheruise of what 
has been said. In the Gospels there is only an approximation 
to this sense of popdy; perapepgeseba: is used of the transfiguration 
(Matth. xvi. 2, Mark ix 2), and we have & ézipa popdy of the 
appearance of our Lord to the disciples after the resurrection 
(Mark xvi. 12). In these cases, pop¢y refers indeed to that which 
is visible and external, but still definite and complete. There is 
nothing illusive in it?. 


1 See the note on popgh at the end note on Rom. xii. 2. I see no reason 
of this review, p. 121. however to modify any of my conclu- 

a Since drawing out the distinction sions. His language seems stronger 
given in the text, I haveseen Fritzsche’s than his arguments. 
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Before leaving the subject of synonymes, I cannot forbear in 
regard to Mr Stanley’s opinion, that there is no essential differ- 
ence between olda and yuwéoxce, (see 1 Cor. ii. 11), expressing a 
belief that an examination of the passages where these two 
words are found in the First Epistle of St John, shews most 
clearly that they were still. used with the same precision of |: 
meaning as in the classical age. While ol3a is simple and 
absolute, yweéoxnw is relative, involving more or less the idea of } 
a process of examination. Thus while of%u is ‘I know’ and is 
used of the knowledge of facts and propositions in themselves, 
yweoxeo, ‘I recognise, implies reference to something else, and 
gives prominence to either the attainment of the knowledge, or the 
knowledge of a thing in its bearings. It surely cannot be by 
chance, that where St John wishes to place in bold relief the 
fundamental facts of our religious conviction in and by them- 
selves, he uses of8a!; (see ii. 20, 21, iii. 2, 5, 14, 15, and especially 
v. 18, 19, 20); that where he speaks of our knowledge not as 
direct, but as derived from something prior to it, he almost 
always employs ywéoxe, both in the phrase ¢y rovr@ ywvdoxewv, which 
occurs repeatedly (ii. 3, 5; iii. 19, 24; iv. 2,13; v. 2. Cf. iii. 16, 
dy rotr éyvoxapev; NOt Once év rovre «idéva), and in other expressions, 
(ii. 18, dOev yuvdcxopev; iii. 1, od ywdoxes fyas dre; iv. 6, dx rovrov 
ywooroper, cf. iv. 7, 8); and that when the two words yweexew 
and ¢ldéva are found together, they stand to each other in the 
relation, which the distinction given above would lead us to 
expect (ii. 29, day «idfre drt dixaids dori, yuwdonere Ors was 5 moby THY 
dixatoocvny €€ abrov yeyénnra; cf. Ephes. v. 5, (v.L) tore yusdcnovres, 
John xxi.17). Ifthere are other passages in which the difference 
of meaning is not so plain, the induction seems still to be sufii- 
ciently large to establish the fact. 

I have already trespassed far more on the patience of the 
readers of this Journal, than I had intended at the outset, with- 
out having made more than a passing allusion to the most 





1 Sometimes of8a may have more 
force, as it is occasionally more emphatic 
to state a thing in its simplest form, as 
in the passages in St John cited in the 
text. At other times ywuoxw will be 
stronger, as it dwells on the process, 
and so involves a notion of ‘thorough- 
ness’ ‘familiarity ;’ on this sense of y:- 


vioxw the Greek commentators espe- 
cially dwell. (See Suicer s. v.) 

Acts xxi. 37, ‘EXAqnotl youwoxets ; 
is wrongly translated in the E. V. ‘Canst 
thou speak Greek?’ It is rather ‘dost 
thou understand Greek }’ Cf. Xenoph. 
Anab. vii. 6.8. guvle: 5¢ xal adrds ‘EX- 
Anviorl ra WHetora. 


Recent Editions of St Pals Epistics. Lit 
valuable portion of Mr Jowett’s werk. Even if tame had snfSced 
to note down such stray thoughts eas the essays sagrened, 
I should still have felt quite incapable of dome jastice to ther 
interest and importance. As it is, I mast coment mrseif wxh a 
few words, décor ddociovebas. 

Those who look only for positive resuizs wili be greacly dis- 
appointed with Mr Jowett’s Essavs. For such no a iew of Plato's 
noblest dialogues could have no attraction. On the other hand, 
those who are satisfied with bemg made to think instead of bemg 
thought for, and are willing to follow out for themselves im- 
portant lines of reflexion, when suggested to them. wiil find no 
lack of interest or instruction in these volumes. Prof. Jowett is 
singularly happy in stating a problem for solution. He seizes on 
the salient points of a question with great clearness; he places 
the difficulties before his readers in such a manner that they 
cannot choose but attempt an explanation. Hume owes his 
importance in the history of Modern Philosophy not so much to 
what he has himself done az what he has made others do. 
Mr Jowett has little else in common with Hume, but he resembles 
him in the fearlessness with which he pushes a theory to its 
legitimate conclusion and in his pointed manner of stating 
a problem, which leaves a sting behind m the minds of his 
readers. The value of Mr Jowett’s labours is far froin consist- 
ing solely in the definite results attained, which are fewer than 
might have been looked for. Indeed the perusal of one of these 
essays often leaves the reader strongly impressed with the con- 
trast between the perfect order and excellence of the machinery, 
and the comparative littleness of the work produced. We con- 
stantly find ourselves left in the lurch just when we were expect- 

. ing to get at some positive solution of our difficulty. The recon- 

' structive process in many of these essays bears no proportion to 
the destructive. But after every abatement which has to be made 
on this score, these volumes will still hold their position in the fore- 
most ranks of recent literature for depth and range of thought. 

Mr Jowett’s forte is mental philosophy. How has this or that 
metaphysical question presented itself to different minds, or to 
the same mind at different times? Under what contradictory 

‘aspects may a particular religious sentiment or moral truth be 
viewed? What phenomena does an individual mind exhibit at ° 
different stages in its growth? What contrasts do we find in the 
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ancient and modern world of thought? This is the class of 
questions Mr Jowett delights to ask and to answer. He is 
strongly negative. He is fond of dwelling on contradictions * 
rather than resemblances. He is content with stating a difficulty 
without attempting a solution of it. 

To these negative tendencies are to be traced in great 
measure, two of the least agreeable features of Mr Jowett’s work. 
First, the habit of viewing great questions in their contradictory 
aspects without attempting to reconcile them, and of finding 
difficulties without solving them, is not unnaturally attributed by 
the reader to a despair of attaining or even approximating to 
objective truth. It seems to resolve the right and the wrong in 
any subject under discussion, into different phases in which an 
object presents itself to different minds. Doubtless Mr Jowett 
would be the first to repudiate this view; but he can scarcely 
feel aggrieved if his readers carry away an impression which he 
has taken so little pains to guard against. Secondly, the tone 
of these volumes is unhistorical. The historian strives to detect 
hidden resemblances: he traces the thread of connexion between 
different ages, and shews how the days of the world’s history are 
‘bound each to each by natural piety.’ Mr Jowett takes the 
opposite course. He seeks out the contrasts in different nations 
and ages. He violently dissevers one epoch from another, and 
seems to deny ‘that the child is father to the man.’ ‘ It is useless 
for us to attempt to think as they thought,’ is the constant tenor 
of his language. ‘ Old things are passed away. We move in quite 
a different sphere from these men. We may anatomise their 
life, but we cannot live it. We must be content with that cold 
soul-less conception of their modes of thought and feeling, 
which is all that the spectator ab extra can attain to.’ At times 
he even speaks as though the logical, historical, scientific facul- 
ties were an entire blank in the early Christian mind. Some 
protest indeed may haye been necessary against the common 
fault of making no allowance for the difference in the modes of 
thought and principles of action in different ages and countries; 
but still one cannot help feeling that Prof. Jowett is at least as wide 
of the mark on the one side, as popular views are on the other, 
and that the plain blunt saying, which Thucydides has put into 
the mouth of Archidamus, is even more true of nations and epochs 
than of individuals—ord di:apépew od Sei vouifew EvOpwrov dvOpaxov, 
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Reerst Eds of & Fants Zmusion 


The longest, thangh wet the west sie Fo owen. a Wr 
Joweit’s Essays is that om “Sk Panel eect Pinia.” 4s Sue ce mt 
_ accessible source ef miesmeciesn om te aIDject nce apis 
language, and will derive nmpertames them Gist iat. 1c 5 2D 
lamented that Pref. Jowetx hes ehaees ‘sinirer ue 18 ler 
phant, or at least, the: be bes crosmet gumse! mmost sietv 2 
his guidance. 

Mr Macaulay speaks samewhere af CerGuin YeTse@neters 25 
the ‘ turkey-earpet” seheel ef poers There # ais0 2 ~ CIrses- 
carpet’ school of erzices. of which Ginirer & ame af 28 Muse 
distinguished disemples. & is « senoal wiich emoraces a ‘orve 
number of adherents ef the mest cppesita reiigmeus vomuns. [s 
has this smgular adwantece, trat & can maiz anvciing eur ef 
nothing. The victims of xs criticism sre monitacis Cs: ne: prac 
tises on the early Fathers, another dissects tae writers of the 
Reformation period, a third tries hrs hami on wie Jewna duetors. 
The mode of procedure is thas §«=©Pasaaces are disengaged from 
their original comumexion, where they blend and harmonise with 
the context without strikme the eye. and colecred together. 
Thus large masses of the same colour are united and produce 
the most gorgeous and dazzling effects. By this means Gtricer 
was enabled to boast, that he could find a parallel to every doc- 
trine in the New Testament from the Eabbmical writings‘. This 
unfair treatment of course did not escape Mr Jowett, though he 
has perhaps understated it (« p. 369), and he has consequently 
avoided Gfroérer’s extravagances, and given a much more faithful 
picture of Philo than his master. Sul it is to be regretted that 
he did not more frequently consult other authorities. The few 
pages which Dorner has devoted to the question of the Logos, 
seem to me, I know not with what truth, to be of more value 
than whole chapters of Gfrirer. Mr Jowett would have deserved 
our deepest gratitude, if he had undertaken a thorough and 
independent examination of this subject?. In England, owing to 


~ab 


1 See Dorner’s Lehre von der Person 
Christi, note p. 3. 

3 An important oversight of Mr 
Jowett’s vitiates his account of Philo’s 
canon. He says ‘neither Samuel, Da- 
vid, Solomon, nor Job, nor indeed any 
one later than Joshua, is mentioned [by 
Philo] by name,’ (I. p. 375). This is 


quite incorrect. The error in the case 
of Samuel is remarkable, for Philo 
speaks of him more than once, and at 
some length. (De Ebr. § 36, p. 37y M. 
Quod Deus Immut. §8 2, 3, pp. 273, 4 &. 
De Migr. Abr. $ 36, p. 467 uw. De 
Somn. § 43, p. 658m). In all of these 
passages the history of Samuel is refer. 
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the want of convenient and reliable sources of information, much 
erroneous opinion about Philo’s doctrine _prevails!, and the. 
German works devoted specially to this question, though elabo- 
rate and in many respects able, are capable of great improve- 
ment both in tone and in the handling of the subject. 

I must now close, though I am fully conscious that these 
scanty remarks are far from doing justice to the importance of 
the Essays. It would cause me much regret if anything that has 
been said here, could fairly be construed into a want of respect 
for Prof. Jowett’s ability and character. Misstatements of facts, 
and misconceptions of views have, I hope, been avoided: but as 
a check against any possible errors and misrepresentations, I would 
ask my readers to turn to the Essays themselves, where, if they 
find much to dispute, they will at least fmd much which will 


amply reward them for their pains. 


red to with the same deference as the 
books of Moses, and like these treated 
as a proper subject for allegory. In 
the first of them a reference to 1 Sam. 
i, 15 is introduced with the same ex- 
pression which he constantly uses of the 
Pentateuch, ws 6 lepds Adyos Pyoly. In 
short I can find no sufficient reason for 
supposing that he considered this book 
of less authority than the Pentateuch. 
At all events Mr Jowett’s assertion that 
‘we cannot doubt that in the view of 
Philo the law was separated by a wide 
chasm from the rest of the Old Testa- 
ment’ will require some qualification. 
Neither is the statement true of Job. 
(Cf. De Mut. Nom. § 6, p. 585 m), nor 
yet of Solomon (Cf. Cong. Erud. Gr. 
8 31, p. 544M). I have not been able 
to find the name of David, but the 
Psalms are frequently quoted. Of later 
names Jeremiah at least is mentioned, 
and that in a very remarkable manner, 
De Cherub. § 14, p. 147 M., @ passage 
which ought not to have escaped Mr 
Jowett, inasmuch as Gfrérer lays great 
stress on it. (Phil. 1. p. 67.) 

Mr Jowett also writes: ‘No other 
books [besides the Pentateuch] form the 
subject of any of his separate works.’ 
There are two homilies of considerable 


They will be more than 


length, the one on the history of Sam- 
son, the other on the book of Jonah, 
discovered by Aucher in an Armenian 
version, and translated by him into 
Latin ; the genuineness of these how- 
ever is doubtful. See an Article by 
Dahne, Stud. u. Krit. 1833. H. 4 
They are reprinted in Richter's ed. Vol. 
VIL. pp. 351—407. 

1 Yet Mr Stanley ought not to have 
lent his countenance to the popular error 
of confusing the Logos of Philo with the 
Messiah, as he does, Vol. I. p. 188. ‘ For 
the traditional comparison of the Mes- 
siah to the rock, see Philo, Alleg. p. 82; 
Quod detur potiori, p. 212.’ [The name 
of this tract is ‘Quod deterius potiori in- 
sidiari soleat’]. It is the Logos or co¢la 
in Philo, which the rock represents, not 
the Messiah. The two should be kept 
quite distinct. Even Mr Jowett's ex- 
pression that ‘the idea of the Adyos as 
the Messiah is but faintly indicated’ 
seems too strong for the facts. The 
Messiah is only alluded to once or 
twice, and always in a feeble and con- 
fused manner; and the Christian con- 
ception of the ‘Word niade flesh and 
dwelling among us’ does not seem to 
have been contemplated for a moment 
by Philo. 
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compensated for the trial to which I have put their patience in 
dragging them through so many wearisome pages, if they are in- 
duced to explore this deep mine of thought for themselves. 


Note on the connexion of popdn 


For the sense in which Parmenides 
used pop¢h, see Karsten’s Parmen. pp. 
112, 113. For Plato’s usage compare 
Phed. 103 E. wore wu) pbvov atrd 7d 
elSos dfiwtcOat toh éavrod dvdparos els 


Tey del xpbvov, ddd Kal Addo Tt, 8 Eore 
pev otk éexeivo Exes 5¢ Thy éxelvou popphy 


del Sravrep 7 (with Wyttenbach’s note) 
and 104 D. In Aristotle the word is 
much more common in this connexion 
with ¢ldos, and in opposition to Ud». 
See e.g. Phys. ii. 1. p. 193 a (Bekk.). 
&dXoy Se rpdrov 7} popdh xal rd eldos, 7d 
xara rov \éyor. And the passages in 
Ritter and Preller, Hist. Phil. 8 308. 
esp. De Part. An. I. 1. 4 yap xara Thy 
poppiy vos kuptwrépa Tis UNKhs Pv- 
cews. el pev ot 7B oxhuare xal r@ 
xpwpare Exaoréy dort trav Te Spwv xal 
trav popluv, 6p0@s dv Anpdbxpiros Néyou" 
galverar yap ovrws Urohaseiy. pnol yoiv 
wayTl Siow elvac oldy tre Thy popdip 
éorw 6 EvOpwros, ws bvros abrovU TH TE 
oxhpare xal TS xpdpare ywwpluov. xalroe 
cal 6 TeOvews Exec Thy abrhy Tov ox}uaros 
poppy, GN’ Suws ox Eorw dyOpwros 
x.T.X. (i.e. the corpse has the popd) of 
the human cyjua or external confonna- 
tion, but it has not the nop¢? of a man), 
where the opposition of popdh and ox ja 
well illustrates St Paul’s use. With the 
Neoplatonists the word pop¢) was even 
more important. See esp. Plotinus, Enn. 
I. vi. §2 A, cited by Wyttenbach (1.c.). 
Nor was this use of uop¢h) unknown to 
Philo. Cf. de Vict. Off. § 13, p. 261 M. 
7d yap TeO\acpévoy agpnpyra. Thy mwotd- 
Tyra xal rd efSos xal ovdev Erepdy éorw 
4 xuplus elxeiy duoppos UAn. And again, 
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with «ios in Greek Philosophy. 


trais dowudras suvduerw, Sy» brupow 
bvopa al lddat, karexphoaro [b Oeds] mpds 
To yévos Exacrov rhy dpudsrrovcay \aBewy 
popphy. See also Quis Rer. Div. H. 
§ 27. 492 M. and Dahne, I. p. 184 sqq. 
There seems then to be a strong case 
for the sense assigned in the text to 


‘popdy. For (1) Greek philosophers of 


various schools, both before and after 
the age of St Paul, used popgh, in 
connexion with el3os, of that which is 
intrinsic and essential. (2) Even if we 
had no proof of it, there would be a 
strong probability that it was adopted 
into the vocabulary of the Jewish-Alex- 
andrian School; and as a matter of 
fact, we find it in Philo. (3) Whether 
directly from Alexandria, or indirectly 
through other channels, there is at least 
no improbability in St Paul's being fami- 
liar with this use of the word. (4) This 
usage being not improbable in itself, we 
find that the passages where popdh is 
found in St Paul gain much in point 
and expression by assigning this mean- 
ing. And (5) the Greek commentators, 
the natural exponents of the N. T. lan- 
guage, so explain it. The point to be 
observed here is, not simply that they 
give this explanation (for they would 
naturally avail themselves of so formida- 
ble a weapon against heretics), but that 
they speak of it confidently as a mean- 
ing which would command a ready 
assent. They even appeal at times to 
the concessions of their adversaries. See 
esp. Chrysostom in Homilies vir. vr. 
(VI. VII.) on Philippians. 
J. B. L. 
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Adversarva. 


Lucian the Martyr on the Locality of Calvary and the Sepulchre of 
our Lord. 


In the discussions which have been carried on relative to 
the identity of the places known from the time of Constantine 
by the names of Calvary and the Holy Sepulchre, it seems 
to have been often assumed that we have no proofs that the 
spots were actually known to the Christians before the time 
of that Emperor. This silence has been relied on, and it has 
been coupled with the accounts of Eusebius, Ruffinus and others, 
of the discovery of the localities by Constantine or Helena, as 
though it afforded an answer to all that has been said, as to the 
probability that the memory of the places would not pass from 
the minds of Christians. 

But there is a passage which, as far as I remember, was 
overlooked in the discussion of the subject by all the writers 
whom I consulted, when my attention was particularly directed, 
some twelve years ago, to the geography and topography of the 
Holy Land, This passage has also been neglected I think by the 
more recent writers on the subject that have come under my 
notice. It occurs in the answer of Lucian the Martyr before he 
suffered. After speaking of the sufferings and the resurrection of 
our Lord, he continues :— 

‘Quze autem dico, non sunt in obscuro gesta loco, nec testibus 
indigent. Pars pene mundi jam major huic veritati adstipulatur ; 
urbes integree: aut si in his aliquid suspectum videtur, contesta- 
tur de his etiam agrestis manus ignara figmenti. Si minus adhuc 
creditur, adhibebo vobis etiam LOCI IPsius, in quo res gesta est 
testimonium. Adstipulatur his ipse in Hierosolymis locus, et 
Golgothana rupes sub patibuli onere disrupta: antrum quoque 
tllud, quod avulsis inferni januis corpus denuo reddidit anima- 
tum; quo purius inde ferretur ad cclum.’ Routh, Rel. Sac. iv. 
6, 7, e Ruffini Hist. Ecc. ix. 6. 

The cogency of this passage must depend on its genuineness ; 
as to which, however, there seems to be no reasonable ground of 
distrust. For though it might be said that this was probably an 
embellishment brought in by Ruffinus, yet on the other hand it 
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might be well argued that it contradicts Ruffinus’s own opinions 
relative to the discovery of the places. Had the answer put into 
the mouth of Lucian proceeded from Ruffinus, it would have at 
least been in conformity with his own opinions. 

The whole tone of this reply savours of the beginning and 
not the close of the fourth century: if it be Lucian’s own, it is 
decisive, that before the rule of Constantine the Christians 
supposed that the localities of the suffering and burial of our 
Lord were well known. If, however, any should argue that the 
statement proceeds from some one subsequent to Lucian, though 
prior to Ruffinus, even then it would shew that it was the opinion 
of Christians, that the localities were known before any investiga- 
‘tion on the part of Constantine. 

At all events, those who discuss the subject should not omit 
to mention this passage, and to consider its bearing. I bring it 
forward now, simply as a piece of omitted evidence; for I am no 
partizan in the question, as I do not yet fully see whether there 
is a necessary conclusion to which the data ought to lead. In 
looking at the plan of Jerusalem it seems difficult to suppose that 
the Church of the Holy Sepulchre could be outside the second 
wall; and yet this difficulty might tell the other way; for why 
should a seemingly unlikely place be fixed on unless it were 
supposed to be the true one? TI have had, however, enough 
experience with regard to Roman localities, to make me mistrust 
a judgment formed from ground-plans alone, without an actual 
examination of the ground, and without having ascertained how 
far the contour of the surface may have changed, so as to 
modify elevations and to alter the lines in which it seems likely 


that walls would run. 
S. P. T. 
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Correspondence. 
To the Editor of the Journal of Classical and Sacred Philology. 


Sir, 

It may not perhaps be unacceptable to your readers to have several 
omissions supplied in the list of Professor Gaisford’s works which 
" appeared in your last number. 

The first time he appeared as an editor was in an edition of Davies’ 
Ciceronis Tusc. Disput. with the usual emendations of Bentley, but with 
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also, what makes this edition especially valuable, 88 pages of additional 
notes of Bentley, which were transcribed for it partly from MS. Nn. 3. 
40, in the Public Library, and partly from a MS. in Trinity College 
Library, in this University. Besides the editions of Euripides’ Alcestis, 
Electra and Andromache, published in 1806-7 for the use of West- 
minster School, in 1809 Dr Gaisford edited the Hecuba, Orestes, and 
Phoenissse, with Musgrave’s notes, and various readings from a MS. 
once in the possession of William Hunter: and in 1811 appeared his 
edition of Markland’s Supplices and the two Iphigenias, enriched with 
Porson’s MS. notes (which afterwards were for the most part published 
in the Adversaria)—and among others, a translation of part of Burney’s 
well-known article in the Monthly Review respecting the difference of 
metrical quantity in the comparative adjectives in car, in the language 
ef Athens and other parts of Greece. The edition contains also various 
tracts of Markland and his correspondence with D’Orville —it gave 
rise to Dr Elmsley’s famous article in the Quarterly Review for June 
1812. In 1825 he edited, very shortly after Dr Elmsley’s death, the 
Scholia in Sophoclem, from tho transcript which that accomplished 
scholar had made from the Laurentian MS. when at Florence in 1820. 
And in 1844 appeared the Pearsoni Adversaria Hesychiana from the 
MSS. in Trinity College Library.. I believe that these additions make 
the long list of his works given in your last number complete. 

I do not believe that Dr Gaisford ever contributed to the Reviews at 
any period of his life. Mr George Burges indeed, ad Aésch. Eumen. 
710, quotes Gaisford in Monthly Review, March 1806: but this article, 
a review of Walpole’s Comicorum Fragmenta, I believe was written by 
Professor Dobree, then a Bachelor Scholar of Trinity College. 

I am, Sir, 
Yours, &c. 
H. R. Luarp. 


Trinity CoLtecr, CAMBRIDGE. 
Feb. 15, 1856. 


Notices of New Books. 


A general Survey of the History of the Canon of the New Testament during 
the first four centuries. By Brooke Foss Wesrcort, M. A., late 
Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge. Cambridge: Macmillan & Co. 
18565. 


[Tes work satisfies a want long felt by the theological student, and 
seems to justify a hope that Englishmen will not always blindly wor- 
ship, or blindly condemn, the theology of other ages and other lands. 
That Mr Westcott has thus striven to avoid the sins, whether of omission 
or of commission, to which servility and arrogance are alike prone, is 
manifest from every line of his writings; the intelligent reader might 
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infer it from the list of authors whom he recommends (p. 26) to the 
student of the early Fathers, and by whose aid, to use his own words, 
“he has sought in every case to try and correct his own views;” they 
are Mohler, Schliemann, Dorner, Schwegler, Lechler. Learning, how- 
ever, and candour, rare as they are, are not Mr Westcots’s only merits; 
his learning, like his favourite Origen’s, is quickened by a philosophic 
spirit, while it is regulated by the grammatical precision which those 
who will may derive from our better publie schools and from the univer- 
sities. The result is a treatise, which by its exhaustive fulness, by its 
calm confronting of all difficulties, by its logical order aud deep rever- 
ence for truth, is, we belivve (and we are not alone in our opinion), 
raised far above all its predecessors. Let the reader, for instance, 
bearing in mind the vast structure of hypothesis which has been raised 
upon the basis of Justin’s quotations uf the Apostolic Memoirs, compare 
the rational and scholarlike treatment of tbe subject in Mr Westcott’s 
second chapter. Or let him ponder the weighty conclusion: “ To the 
last, however, it will be impossible to close up erery avenue of doubt, 
and the Canon, like all else that has a moral value, can be determined 
only with practical and not with demonstrative certaiuty. But to esti- 
mate the comparative value of this proof, let any one contrast the 
evidence on which we receive the writings of St Paul or Sc John with 
that which we regard as satisfactory in the case of the letters of Cicero 
or Pliny. The result is as striking as it is for the most part unnoticed. 
Yet the record of divine revelation when committed to human care is 
not, at least apparently, exempted from the accidents and caprices which 
affect the transmission of ordinary books. And if the evidence by 
which its authenticity is supported is more complete, more varied, more 
continuous, than can be brought forward for any other book, it is because 
it appeals with universal power to the conscience of mankind,—because 
the same Spirit in the Church which first recognised in it the law of its 
Constitution has never failed to seek in it afresh guidance and strength.” 

The author’s method is suggested by the turn which recent contro- 
versy has taken. The Tiibingen divines, observing the distinctive features 
which mark the teaching of the different apostles, inferred that the 
apostolic writings did but embody the special tenets of the contending 
parties of the time, and that the Canon was the result of a compromice. 
Mr Westcott, agreeing in the main with their premises, rejects the 
inference, which appears to him to confound the effect with the cause. 
He regards it (p. 3) as “an unspeakable advantage that the Books of 
the New Testament are now felt to be organically united with the lives 
of the Apostles—that they are recognised as living monuments, reared 
in the midst of struggles within and without by men who had seen 
Christ, stamped with the character of their age, and inscribed with the 
dialect which they spoke.” But he further shews (p. 250), “that the 
New Testament, in its integrity, gives an adequate explanation of the 
progress of Christianity in its distinct types, and that there is no reason 
to believe that at any subsequent time such a creative power was active 
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in tho Church as could have called forth writings like those which we 
receive as Apostolic. They are the rule and not the fruit of tts develop- 
ment.” Mr Westcott traces this devolopment during three periods; the 
first, to the timo of Hegesippus, including tho cra of the soparate circu- 
lation and gradual collection of the Sacred Writings; the second, to 
Diocletian’s persecation, completing the history of their separation from 
the mass of ecclesiastical litorature; the last, to the third council of 
Carthage, comprising the formal ratification of the carrent belief by the 
authority of councils. In his pregnant notes he gives at length the 
chief authorities and copious references to modern critics; he has paid 
especial attention to the language of the early fathers as proving their 
familiarity with the canonical books, and has interspersed not a few 
valuable emendations of their texts. The book concludes with four 
appondices; On tho history of the word Kavé»; On the use of Apocry- 
phal books in the early Church; tho Muratorian Fragment on the Canon; 
A collection of early catalogues of the books of the New Testament. 

In p. 5 Mr Westcott touches upon the supposed scarcity of manu- 
scripts at the timo of tho formation of the Canon, and refers to Mr 
Norton’s calculations, “ which scem to shew that as many as 60,000 
copics of the Gospels were circulated among Christians at tho end of the 
second contury.” The popular oxaggerations on this matter are consi- 
dered at length by W. A. Schmidt, Professor of History at Berlin, in the 
Sth chapter (headed Der literarische Verkehr und der Buchhandel) of his 
Geschichte der Denk- und Glaubensfreihett im ersten Jahrhundert der Kaiser- 
herrechaft und des Christenthums (Borlin, 1817), a book which scems to 
be very little known in this country, though no more thoughtful and 
careful contribution has over been made to tho history of that most 
momentous period which it ombraces, and though the stylo is as clear 
as the matter is solid.) 

J. E. B. M. 


A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the O. T. including the Biblical Chaldee. 
From the Latin of Gesenius. By Epwarp Rosrinson, Professor in 
the Union Theological Seminary, Now York. With corrections 
and large additions, partly furnished by the Author in manuscript, 
and partly condensed from the larger Thesaurus, as completed by 
Rédiger. Fifth edition, revised and stereotyped. London, Trib- 
ner & Co., 1855, pp. 1160. [Gesenius’ own corrections wére sup- 
plicd in 1842; and tho first 1032 pages of the present work 
(excepting pp. 623—634) were stereotyped in 1849. ] 


(Tue completion of the Thesaurus by Rédiger in 1858 has enabled 
Dr Robinson finally to reviee the concluding portion of his translation 
of Gesenius’ Lexicon. This portion includes from the word N3Y to the 
end. How much has been added may be gathered from the fact that 
88 pages of the edition of 1844 have in the edition before us been 
expanded into 116 pages of somewhat greator capacity. In most of the 
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articles of any length we have observed enlargement and improvement; 
the meanings being in general more fully and accurately classified, and 
the etymologies being in some cases better Ulustrated. The articles on 
some of the unusual words are entirely new; being adopted or con- 
densed from the Thesaurus, and the views of Roiiger thus substituted 
for those of Gesenius; though the latser are often stated and criticised. 
Thus we observe that DDY is rendered to shut instead of tw open; TW, 
an unused root, from which are derived 77%", k&e., is made to signify to 
connect instead of to gleam; under the head 77 a different rendering is 
given of Gen. xlix. 10; "H! is taken as a plural with the suffix of the 
first person, after the analogy of ‘71%; {*#7 is rendered « dithyrambic 
or erratic ode, from 13% to wander. It will of course be open to ques- 
tion, whether the whole of these aJterations are necessarily improvements. 
The explanation of difficult words is not however the most important 
part of a lexicon. It is in the articles on the ordinary words, such as 
more peculiarly belong to the province of the lexieographber, that the 
real superiority of the concluding portion of this edition over the corre- 
sponding portion of the former edifjeus consists | ey ees 


Contents of Foreign Journals. 


Ewald's Jahrbicher d. bibl Wissenschaft. Vol. 7. Cé&tingen. 1855. Explanation 
of the biblical primitive history (the Deloge). Further examination of the writiags of 
Isaiah. The story of the demoniac of Gergesa. Un the holiness of the Bible. Review 
of works in biblical criticism for 1834—5. 

Gerhard’s Denkmaler 18°5. Nos. 79—81. Pelops and (nomaus on sareophaguses 
(by C. Friederichs and Gerhard).—Vienna Vases with scenic representations, by 
Wieseler.— Hints towards an improved method of etudyiug vases, by Gerhard.— 
Aidoneus and Herakles, Rhesos aod Arganthose, by Panofka.—Aperta Operta (on 
Keil’s paper in the Philologus ix. 3), by Mercklin —lo the Arehiol. Anz. Nos. 79—81 
are articles on Greek inscriptions from Athens (by A. von Velsen), and on a Roman 
inscription from Lamia by Papasiivtis and Mommsen. 


Gétt. Gel. Anz. 1855. No. 177. On Réth’s Die Proklamation des Amasis an die 
Cyprier, by H. Ewald.—Nos. 179, 180. On Renau’s Histoire générale des langues 
Sémitiques, by H. Ewald.—Nos. 181—184. On Ross’ Die Payz u. das Pelasgikon ; 
Alt-Lokrische Inschrift von Chaleion; and Archdologische Aufsitze, by Friedrich 
Wieseler_—No. 184. On Thorpe’s Beowulf, by RB. Panli—Nos. 191, 192. On Notice 
sur Daunou e Guérard, by G. Waitz.—Nos. 194, 195. On J. Huss Predigten Sec. 
ibersetzt von Nowotny, by Holzhausen—No. 196. On Simon’s Ludswig IV. genannt 
der Heilige, Landgraf von Thiringen und Hessen, und seine Gemahlin, die heilige 
Elisabeth von Ungarn, by Holzhausen.—Nos. 197—201. On Heyse’s and Rossbach's 
editions of Catullus, by Leutsch.—Nos. 202—204. On Uppstrém’s Codex Argenteus 
sive sacrorum evangeliorum versionis Gothice fragmenta, by Leo Meyer.—No. 204. 
On Rohrich’s Mittheilungen aus der Geschichte der evangelischen Kirche des Elsasses, 
by Holzhausen.—1856. No.3. On a Pheenician Inscription found near Sidon, by 
H. Ewald.—Nos. 10, 11. On Lepsius’ Ueber eine hieroglyphische Inschrift am 
Tempe, von Edfu, by Ublemann.—No. 11. On Helps’ Spanish Conquest in America, by 
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RB. Pauli.—Nos. 18—15. On Kliefoth’s Liturgische Abhandlungen, by W. Miinchmeyer. 
—No. 15, On Cappe's Die Miunzen der Stadt und des Bisthums Hildesheim, by C. G. 
Schmidt.—On Lepsius’ Beitrige sur thilringisch-sdchsischen Geschichte und deutechen 
Kunst und Alterthumshunde, by E. G. F.—Nos. 17—19. On Hengstenberg’s Christo- 


logie, by H. Ewald.—No. 19. On Schmidt's La vie et les travaus de J. Sturm, by 
Holzhausen. 


Jahn's Jahrb. Vols. 71,72. Part 11. On Friederich's Praziteles und die Nio- 
begruppe, by Overbeck. On Suckow’s Wissensch. u. Kiinstl. Form der Platon, 
Schriften, by Susemihl. On Xenophon’s Cyropsedia, 1. 6. 1, by Oppenrieder. On 
Lucian’s pnrdpwy diddoxados, by Sommerbrodt. Notes on Horaee, by Weil. On 
Halm’s Ed. of Cio. pro Sulla, by Hansing. Two emendationson Livy, by Freudenberg. 
On the battle of the Trebia, by Cron and by Binder. Metrical translation of a scene 
in the ‘Braut von Messina’ (with at least a dozen violations of Porson’s rule as to the 
Pause, and nearly as many lines without cesuras. How is this line scanned, «ai ¢y 
poatow alparoe ald’ ul ordyas? Here is an anapmstin the 5th, cawotos wpoodrs Toit 
Kaxoie éver\ijoare.], by J. Maehly. The 12th part is delayed. Vols. 73, 74. Part 1. 
On Welcker's Kleine Schriften, by Vischer.. On Pott’s Personennamen, by Kohler. 
On Curtius’ Jonier, by Classen. On Euripides’ Cyclops, by Hertlein. On the relation 
of Gorgias to Empedocles, by Susemihl. On Plato's Pheedo, by H. Schmidt. On 
Westermann's Demosthenes, by Mommsen. On Lorace Ep. 1. 20. 19, by Herts. On 
- Cesar Bell. Gall. vil. 23, by Eberz. On Livy viii. 12, 5, by Bormann. On Mone'’s C. 
Plini Nat. hist. fragm., by Urlichs, Part 2. On Archwological literature, by Preller. 
On the Aorist and Imperf. and the Schema der xaradAdtns, by M. Schmidt. On 
Cobet’s Varia lectiones, by Kayser. Epistola Critica ad C. Halmium, by Madvig. On 
Alciphron iii. 5, by Hercher. On Xen. Anab. iii. 4. 19—23, by Volbrecht. Supplit. 


Dec. 15. On the dialect of Plato, by Alberti. Gergovia (Cws. B. G. vii. 35—51), by 
M. A. Fischer, 





Journal des Savants. Sept. 1855. Histoire de la vie de Hiouen-thsang et de ses 
voyages duns U Inde, Art. 3 hy M. Saint-Hilaire. [ Art. 4 in the Nov. number. ]—Lez. 
etymol. linguarum rumanorum, italice, hispanica, gallica, &c.; La langue francaise 
dans ses rapports avec le sanscrit et avec les autres langues indo-européens ; Grammaire 
de la langue d‘oil; Guillaume d’Orange etc.; Altfranzosische Lieder etc. Art. 4 by 
M. Littré.— Oct. Memoirs of the life, writinys, and discoveries of Sir Isaac Newton, 
Art. 1 by M. Biot (concluded in the Nov. number].—Jnscriptiones regni Neapolitani 
lating. Art. 4 by M. Hase [concluded in the Dec. number}].—Dec. Maistre Pierre 
Patelin, eto. art. 1 by M. Magnin.—[Art. 2 in the Jan. number. |—Chirurgie de Paule 


d’E'gine, etc. by M. Littré.—January 1856. Chants du peuple en G:éoe, eto., by 
M. Hase. 


Munchen Gel. Anz. Vol.41. Class i. Nos. 11—13. On Orelli’s Cicero (conclusion), 
by Kayser. Nos. 14,15. On Burnouf's Le lotus ete. 2nd Article by Spiegel. Nos. 


16—19. On De Ring's E’tablissements Romains du Rhin etc. Nos. 19 —21. On Sillig’s 
C. Plini Nat. Hist. by v. Jan. 


Philologische und historische Abhandlungen der kéniglichen Akademie der Wis- 
senschaften zu Berlin, 1853. Schott on the numeral in the Tschudi class of languages, 
as also in Turkish, Tungusian, and Mongolian.—Panofka, Specimens of an archwo- 
logical commentary to Pausanias.—Bopp, on the language of the ancient Prussians. 
—Bickh, Hermias of Atarneus and his league with the Erythrewans.—W. Grinm, 
Additions to the Cassel] glosses.—Dirkeen, on some Jegal cases in Roman history, 
reported by Plutarch and Suidas.—V.d. Hagen, on German orthography, pronuncia- 
tion, and usage.—Panofka, Divinities hitherto unknown as gods of refuge [ Artemis 
Ikaria, Ekbaterias; Apollo Ixias, Alaios; Hermes Pompaios; Aphrodite Alexias; 
Zeus Aphiktor; Ikaros, Dedalos, Herakles; Ixion).—Schott, outlines of an account 
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of Chinese literature.—Gerhard, on the Achseans; On the tribes of Greece and their 
national divinities.—Pertz, on the oldest Placentine chronicles.—V’. d. Hagen, portraits 
of the Manesse MS. of German poets from the 12th to the 14th century. 


Renter's Repertorium f. d. theol. Litteratur. Berlin. 1856. Jan. On Wichelhaus‘s 
Commentary on the narrative of the Passion, by Dietlein.— Feb. On Lechler's Apo- 
stolic and post apostolic age, by Weizsicker. Various short notices. 


Revue archéologique. Paris, Leleux. March, 1855. On the seven cartouches in 
the tablet of Abydos ascribed to the 12th Egyptian dynasty, art. 2, by Ephrém Poitevin. 
—Restoration of the epitaph of M. Pomponius Bassulus, by Quicherat.—On the 
sculptures on religious monuments in the department of la Gironde, art. 2 by M. G, 
Brunet.—On the ruins of Scepsis, by Dr Mordtmann. 


_ Rheinisches Museum. Vol. x. pt. 4. On L'acropole d’Athénes par E. Beulé. 
Paris, 1853. By C. Bursian.—Contributions to the criticism and interpretation of 
-ZEschylas (conclusion), by H * *.—On gladiatorial shows and beast-fights at Rome 
under the Emperors, by L. Friedlinder.—On C. Bursian’s Athenische Pnyz, by F. G. 
Welcker.—Ancient temples on Mt. Ocha, by the same.—Gnostic inscription at Avol- 
sen, by Otto Jahn.—On the Eleusinian inscription in Rhein. Mus. x. 386 seq., by W. 
Vischer.—Specimens of translations from the Comic Fragments, by G. Regis. 


Schneider’s Deutsche Zeitschr. f. chr. Wissensch. u. Leben. Berlin. 1855. Sept. 
Oct. Nov. [Posthumous] Contributions to the exegesis and criticism of the ep. to 
the Phil., by Schneckenburger. 


Schneidewin's Philologus. Vol. x. pt.1. Choriambus, by O. Meissner.—Herodotus’ 
mental growth, by A. Scholl.—Spartan song, by R. Rauchenstein.—Critical Remarks 
on Euripides, by F. G. Schine.—On Que, by Dr Geisler.—Aristoph. Ran. 1364 seq. 
by E. v. Lentsch.—Critical remarks on Cic. Parad., by O. Heine.—On Lysias, by P, 
R. Muller and E. v. Leutsch.—Contributions to the juristical interpretation of the 
speech pro Quinctio, by Sam. Benfey.—On Asconius, by L. Lange.—Emendations of 
some passages in Alkiphron, by Ch. P. Metropulos.— On the Syrian palimpsest of the 
iad, by W. C. Kayser.—On the Nostoi, by R. Stiehle.—On Cicero, by L. Lange.— 
Varisz lectiones, by R. Stiehle.-—Greek inscriptions, by C. Bursian——On Asch. Pers. 
765, 780, by A. Schill.—Platonica, by R. B. Hirschig.—On the aurum ovatum in Per- 
sius, by T. L. Ussing. 


Theol. Quartalschrift, hrsg. von Kuhn, Hefele, Welte u.s.w. Tubingen, 1855. 
No. 4. Historico-critical dissert. on Mal. iii. 23, 24 (iv. 5, 6), by Reinke. On Joha 
viii, 25, by Nirschl. On Exod. xxvi. 23 sq., by Welte. On Gfrirer's Primitive history 
of the human race, by F1.R. On Reinke’s Contributions to the explan. of the O. T., 
by Welte. On Schmidt's Friends of God in the 14th cent. On Brunner's Incursions 
of the Hungarians into Germany till 955.—1856. No.1. Conrad of Megenburg and 
“his age, by Héfler. On Krabinger’s ed. of S. Cyprian [De ecc. un., De laps , De hab. 
virg.], by Nolte. On Gaisser'’s Morality of the Gospel, by Ruckgaber. 


Theol. Studien u. Kritiken. Hamburg, 1856. No. 2. A letter to Ullmann on the 
Cod. Fuldensis of the N. T., by Ranke. On Umbreit’s Ep. to the Romans, by himself. 


Zeitschrift f. d. Alterthumswissenschaft. v. Cwsar. Nov. 12,1855. Contributions 
to the Criticism of Plautus, by Bergk. On certain passages out of the two first books 
of Tacitus’ Annals, by Stauder. Philological Miscellanies, by F. Osann, On Jahn's 
Beschreibung der Vasensammlung Konig Ludwiys, by H. A. Miller, On Grotomeyer's 
Homers Grundiunsicht von der Seele. Kratz’s Questiones Homerica, by Ameis. On 
Breitenbach’s Xenophontis Hellen. 1. 11., by Hausdérffer. On Hartung’s Eumenides, 
by Lentz. . 


Zeitschrift ftir vergleichende Sprachforschung hreg. von Dr Adalbert Kuhn. 
Vol. v. pt. 1. Oscan, by Sophue Bugge.—German shading of Romance words, ‘by 
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Max Miller.—Etymological investigations into the most ancient art of medicine among 
the Indogermans.—'Idouas and mederi, by Kuhn.—Gothic and Old High German, by 
H. Ebel and Sophus Bugge.—Greek doctrine of sounds, by H. Ebel.— Review of @. 
Ascoli, studj-orientali et linguistici, raceolta periodica. Fascicolo primo. Milane 
1854. By H. Ebel —' Erde, 4, évsor, by H. Ebel.— Vacca, by Kuhn.—Reply, by T. H. Key. 


Zeitschr. f. Protest. u. Kirche. Erlangen, 1855. May. On the Christian Basilica, 
by C.—June. On the ep. to the Rom.—1856. Jan. On the hist. of the origin of 
Scripture (8. Matt.). 


Zeitechr, f, d. hist. Theol. Gotha, 1856. No.2. Abbot Zlfrie, by Dietrich. The 
colonies of the Roman Ch. in the states of the crusaders, by Heyd. 


Zeitschr. f. d. ges. Kathol. Theol. Vienna. 1855; No.2. On the hist. of the De 
imitatione Christi and the authorship of the so-called 2nd book pub. by Liebner, by 
Nolte. On the right of asylum, by Teissel. 


List of New Books.—Foreign. 


Acta Tomiciana. Epistole. Legatones. Responsa. Res geste. Sereniss. principis Sigis- 
mundi I., regis Polonie et magni ducis Lithuanie. Per Stanislaam Gorski, Canon. 
collecte et in tomos xxvii. digeste. Tom. rv. et v. (a. D. 1516 —1521). Fol. pp. viil. 
and 855. Posnanie. (Berolini, Asher). 16 Thlr. 

ZEechyli Agamemnon. Recensuit emendavit annotationem et commentarium criticam 
adjecit Prof. Simon Karsten. 8vo. pp. xiv. and 335. Trajecti ad Rh. Kemink. 
14 Thir. 

Anonymi greci oratio funebris, nunc primum in Germania multoque accuratius quam 
usquam antehac factum est edita et adnotationibus illustrata ab Rect. C. H. Frots- 

‘chero. 8vo. pp. 81. Friberge, Craz and Gerlach. 4 Thir. 

Appianus. Wijnne, Dr J. A., de fide et auctoritate Appiani in bellis romanorum 
civilibus enarrandis exploratis fontibus, quibus usus esse videtur. S8vo. pp. vi. and 
131. Gronings. (Leer, Bock.) § Thri. 

Aristophanes, die Frische. Griechisch u. Deutsch mit Einleitung u. Commentar v. 

_ Dr Herbert Pernice, 8vo. pp. xi. and 212. Leipzig, Barth. 14 Thlr. 

Aristoteles. Fechner, Dr Herm. Adph., iber den Gerechtigkeitsbegriff des Aristoteles. 

-. Ein Beitrag sur Geschichte der alten Philosophie. 8vo. pp. iii. and 120. Leipsig, 

. .Matthes. 20 Ngr. 

Baehr, Dr J. C. F., de literarum studiis a Carolo Magno revocatis ac schola Palatina 
instaurata. 4to. pp. 83. Heidelberge, J.C. B. Mohr. 8 Ngr. 

Beitriige zu den theologischen Wissenschaften, in Verbindung m. der theolog. Gesell- 
schaft zu Strassburg hrseg. v, Dr Ed. Reuss u. Dr Ed. Cunitz. Vol. 6. 8vo. pp. 268. 

' Jena, Mauke. 1} THilr. 

Bengel, Dr Joh. A., Gnomon Novi Testamenti. Secundum ed. 3 [1773]. Pts. 3, 4. 
4to. pp. 885—744. Berolini, Schlawitz. 1 Thir. 74 Ngr. 

Bernays, Jac., liber das Phokylideische Gedicht ein Beitrag sur hellenistischen Litte- 
ratur. 4to. pp. 43. Berlin, Hertz. 15 Ngr. 

Brandis, Joh., tiber den historischen Gewinn aus der Entsifferung ‘Yer assyriachen 
Inschriften. Nebst e. Uebersicht uber die Grandstige d. assyrisch-babylon. Keil- 
schrifisystems. 8vo. pp. vi. and 126. Berlin, Hertz. 24 Ngr. 


Brugsch, Henri, nouvelles recherches sur la division de l’année des anciens Egyptiens, 
suivies d’un mémoire eur des observations planétaires consignées dans quatre tablettes 
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' €gypt. en écriture démotique. S8vo. pp. 64 with 4 plates in 4to. and fol. Berlin, 
Schneider. 14 Thir. 

Bacolicorum Grecorum Theocriti Bionis Moschi reliquie accedentibus incertoram 

idylitis. Ed. H. L. Ahrens. Tomus 1. Textum cam apparatu critico cont. Svo. 
- pp. Ixxxiv. and 280. Lipsie, Teubner. 2 Thir. 12 Ngr. 

Ceesaris, C. Julii, comm. de bello gall. Erk]. v. Frdr. Kraner. 2nd ed. (with Kiepert’s 
map of Gaul in 4to.). 8vo. pp. vi. and 378. Berlin, Weidmann. } Thir. 

Ca-sel, Paulus, Aus der Hagia Sophia. 8vo. pp. 40. Erfurt, Villaret. 6 Ngr. 

Ciceronis, M. Tullii, orationes, Ad codd. ex magna parte primum aut iterum collatos 
emendaverunt J. G. Baiterus et Car. Halmius. Pars posterior. 8vo. pp. xxi. and 
753—1459. Tarici, Orelli. 3 Thir. 4 Ngr. 

scripta que manserunt omnia. Recognovit Reinhold Klots. Partis sv. 

vol. 3. 8vo. pp. xvi. and 432. Lipsiw, Teubner. 18 Ngr. 

Frankel, Dr C., Nachtrige u. Berichtigungen zu Frdr. Ellendt’s Com - 

mentar ub. Cic. de Oratore libr. 1. Pt. 1. 8vo. pp. 51. Dorpat, Glaeser. 8 Ngr. 

Pluyger’s, Dr W. G., Specimen emendationum in Ciceronis Verrine actionis 
secundz libros 11. et 11. 4to. pp. 28. Lugduni-Bat., Brill. 4 Thlr. 

Danie], Dr Herm. Adalb., Thesaurus hymnologicus e. hymnorum canticorum sequen- 
tiarum collectio amplissima. Carmina collegit, apparatu critico ornavit, veterum 
interpretum notas selectas suasque adjecit. Tom. v., supplementa ad sequentiarum 
volumen et indices locupletissimos cont. Preefixa est Joan. M. Nealii epistola de 
sequentiis. 8vo. pp. 411. Lipsis, Liéschke. 3 Thir. 

Danzig, Abr., Chochmat Adam. Neu brag. v. J. Fischl. 8vo. pp. xii. and 549 (with 
hebr. text). Leipzig, Hunger. 2 Thir. 

Duncker, Max, Gesch. d. Alterthums. Vol. ii. 2nd ed. improved. 8vo. pp. v. and 674. 
Berlin, Duncker and Humblot. 3 Thir. 


Ehrenfeuchter, Dr Frdr., Predigt aum Gedichtniss au K. F. Hermann u. F. W. 
Schneidewin gehalten zu Géttingen den 1 Sonntag nach Epiphan. am 18 Jan. 1856. 
8vo. pp. iv. and 17. Gittingen, Dieterich. 24 Ngr. 

Elwert, Dr Ed., Annotationes in locum Gal. ii. 1—10 cum ad obscuriora quedam, tum 
ad rationem spectantes, que Paulum inter et Christianos rei judaice faventes inter- 
cedebat. 4to. pp. 21. Heilbronne. Tubinge, Fues. 4 Thir. 

Excerpta e Polybio, Diodoro, Dionysio Halicarnassensi atque Nicolao Damasceno, 6 
magno imperatoris Constantini Porphyrogeniti digestorum opere libri wepi éwriBoue 
Aco inscripti reliquis. E cod. Escourialensi a se transscripta interpretatione latina 
et obeervationibus criticis comitatus ed. C. Aug. L. Feder. Pars iii. 4to. pp. viii. and 
125—250. Darmstadii, Leske. 1 Thir. 124 Ngr. 


Feuerbach, Anselm, der vaticanische Apollo. Eine Reihe archiologisch-usthet. Be- 
trachtungen. Ed. 2. 8vo. pp. 373. Stuttgart, Cotta. 2 Thir. 4 Ngr. 

Fontes rerum austriacarum. Div. ii. Diplomataria et acta. Vol.8. Das Saal-Buch 
d. Benedictiner-Stiftes Giéttweig. Mit Erléuterungen u. e. diplomat. Anh. vou 
Wilh. Karlin, 8vo. pp. xii. and 440. Wien, Braumiiller. 14 Thlr. 

FGrstemann, Dr Ernst, altdeutsches Namenbuch. Vol, 1. Personennamen. Pts. 8, 9, 
Stald-Zwival. 4to. pp. xv. and cols. 1121—1400, Nordhausen, Fératemann. 2 Thir. 

Friedreich, J. B., die Realien in der Lliade u. Odyssee. 2nd ed. enlarged. Pts. 1, 2, 
8vo. pp. v—xi. and 544, Erlangen, Enke. 1 Thir. 14 Ngr. 

Geffcken, Dr Johs., der Bildercatechismus d. 15. Jahrhunderts u. die catechetischen 
Hauptstticke in dieser Zeit bis auf Luther 1. Die zehn Gebote, m. 12 Bildtaf. nach 
Cod. Heid. 438. 4to. pp. ix, 114 and App. 218. Leipzig, T. O. Weigel. 2 Thlr. 

Gerhard, Ed., auserlesene griechische Vasenbilder, hauptsachlich etruskischen Fun- 
dorts. Pts. 45 and 46. Taf. ccxv—cecvi. 4to. pp. 65—72. Berlin, G. Reimerl, 
. 2 Thir. 

Geschichte des Rabbi Jeschua ben Jossef hanootzri genannt Jesus chrstns: Vol. 4, 
-- 8vo. pp. l—113.  A'tona, Heilbutt. 4 Thir, 
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Geechichtsquellen, die, des Bisthums Miinster. Vol. 3. Die Miinsterischen Chronikes 
v. Rochell, Stevermann u. Corfey. Hrsg. v. Dr Joh. Janssen. = 1. Poe 
Chronik. 8vo. pp. 243. Miinster, Theissing. 14 Thlr. 

Gieseler, Dr J. C. L., Lehrbuch der Kirchengeschichte. Vol. vi. Die Dogmenge- 
chichte, brag. v. Dr E. R. Redepenning. 8vo. pp. xl. and 567. Bonn, Mares. 
23 Thir. 

Glick, Chrn. Wilh., die Bisthumer Noricums, besonders das Lorchische, zur Zeit det 
rémischen Herrschaft. [From the minutes of the Academy.] 8vo. pp. 39. Wie; 

. Braumiiller. 16 Ngr. 

Hanns, T. J., iiber die alterthiimliche Sitte der Angebinde bei Deutschen, Slaven 1 
Litanern. Als e. Beitrag zur comparativen deutsch-slav. Arch&ologie. 8vo. pp. it. 
-and 43. Prag, Calve. 10 Ngr. 

Helfenstein, Dr Jac., Gregor’s vi1. Bestrebungen nach den Streitschriften seiner Zeit 
. Svo. pp. viii. and 200. Frankfurt a. M., Hermann. 1 Thir. 

Hengel, W. A. van, Interpretatio epistole Pauli ad Romanos primum in lectionibu 

: aeademicis proposita nunc novis curis ad editionem parata. Fasc. 11. 8vo. pp. 333 
623. Silve Ducis, (Lipsis, T.O. Weigel) 1 Thir. 22 Ngr. 

Hermes pastor. Grece primum edd. et interpretationem veterem latinam ex codd. 
emendatam addiderunt Rud. Anger et Prof. Guil. Dindorf. Pars 1. que textum 
Grecum continet. 8vo. pp. xxxii. and 116. Lipsie, T. O. Weigel. 2§ Thir. 

Hermann, Dr K. Fr., iiber den Kunstsinn der .Rimer u. deren Stellung in der Ges- 
chichte der itn: Kunst. 8vo. pp. 79. Gittingen, Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht. 
4 Thir. 

'Hpoddrey loropins dwudeeis. Mit erklarenden Anmerkungen v. K. W. Kriiger. Pt. 

__ 2. 8vo. pp. ii. and 158. Berlin, Kriiger. 16 Ngr. 

Hofmann, Dr J. Chr. K. v., der Schriftbeweis. Ein theolog. Versuch. Half ii. Div. 2. 

- 8vo. pp, viii. aud 662, Noérdlingen, Beck. 33 Thir. 

Homeri carmina ad optimorum libb. fidem expressa curante Guil. Dindorfio. Pra- 

mittitur Max. Segenbusch Homerica dissertatio duplex. Vol.1. Ilias. Ed. 4, cor- 
-rectior. 8vo, pp. xv. and 504. Lipsiw, Teubner. 18 Ngr. 

Odysee. Erklart v. J. U. Fasi, Vol. 1, ed. 8, improved. 8vo. pp. xliv. and 

285. Berlin, Weidmann. 20 Ngr. 

 ——=$._—OOdysee. Mit erklirenden Anmerkungen von G. C. Crasins, Pt, 4 (13—16). 

_ 8rd ed. improved. 8vo. pp. 118. Hannover, Hahn. 10 Ngr. 

Homeyer, G., die deutschen Rechtsbiicher d. Mittelalters u. ihre Handschriften. 8vo- 

. pp. viii. and 176. Berlin, Diimmler. 14 Thir. 

Horatius. Apitz, Dr Joan., Coniectanea in Q. Horatii Flacci satiras cum varr. lectt. 
unius cod. ms. bibliothecse reg. Berolinensis. 8vo. pp. 140. Berolini, Geelhaar. 
1 Thir. 

Huschke, Prof, Ph. Ed., die Oskischen u. Sabellischen Sprachdenkmaler, sprachliche u. 

~ sachliche Erklarung, Grammatik u. Glossarium. 8vo. pp. viii. and 421. Elberfeld, 
Friderichs, 3 Thir. 

Inedita, romanische, auf italianischen Bibliotheken gesammelt v. Dr Paul Heyse. 8vo0, 
pp. xii.and 175. Berlin, Hertz. 1% Thir. 


Josephi, Flavii, opera omnia ab Imman, Bekkero recognita. Vol. i. et ii, 8vo. pp. 
* viii. and 643. Lipsie, Teubner. 18 Ngr. 
Jus greco romanum. Parsi. Practica ex actis Eustathii Romani. Ex cod. Lauren- 


tiano ed. Dr C. E. Zacharie a Lingenthal. 8vo. pp. x. and 312. Lipsiz, T. O. 
Weigel. 2 Thir. 


Klotz, Dr Reinhold, Handwérterbuch der lateinischen Sprache. Pt.13. Petobio—Pudi- 
bundus. Vol. 2. 8vo. pp. 769—976. Braunschweig, Westermann. 16 Ngr. 

Koner, Dr W., Repertorium iib. die vom J. 1800 bis zum J. 1850 in akad. Abhand- 

lungen, Gesellschaftschriften u. wissenschaftl, Journalen auf dem Gebiete der 
Geschichte u. ihrer Hlilfswissenschaften erschienenen Anfsiitze. Vol. ii. Pt. 3. Nu- 
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gy Inschriftenkande. Mythelegie. Register. Sve. 461—802.. Berks, Wsclal. 

Krialer, Heinr., die Heldenzeiten des Christenthume. Die drei ersten Jahvhundeste 
der Kirche Christi. Vol. 1, Svo. pp. xii. and 3:2 Leipsig, F. Fleweher. 1 This. 
18 Ngr. 

Kruse, Thdr., Indiens alte Geschichte nech den suslindischen Queilen, im Vergicich 
m. den inldadischen, dargestelit s. besondess hiasiehtlich des Handeis a. dev Indes 
trie m. Rucksicht auf die neucsten Zeiten zuesst bearb. Sve. pp. 426. Leipaig, 
Dyk. 23 Thir. 
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He&rer Nex. 


Havisc promised, in my Horr Hebraxe. ‘pubhebed m 184#), 
some further attempts at the emendstivs of the Hebrew text 
of the Old Testament, and finding that x sill be lung befure 
I have sufficient leisure to pubish them im a contimuation of 
the Horz, I venture to ask a place for them in the Journal 
of Classical and Sacred Philwloss, being anxious to put them 
on record, and to secure for them a ful] discussion. 

I have done nothing beyond siuuply stating the proposed 
reading, or interpretation, with a few refcrences and suggestions ; 
those who are conversant with such questions will be able to 
form a judgment on each case, without the help of any argu- 
ment or illustration from me. 

The corrections included in this paper are sch as I consider 
to be certain; that is, capable of sufficient proof, either from MS. 
readings, comparison with ancient versions, or internal evidence. 

I have ventured to repeat the two chief emendations pro- 
posed in the Horz, as an introduction to the rest, and as 
throwing some light on the state of the Hebrew text, and on 
the Masoretic pointing. 

I hope to send, for a future number, some corrections which 
still require confirmation. 

J. Isaiah viii. 21, 22. 


rien? mas 
ost pa be 


Vou. IIL. June, 1856. 10 
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myn) 
Be eT TTY 
PMD OBS) my 


21. And one shall turn his eye upwards, 
22. And shall look unto the land; 
And lo! 
Her trouble and darkness put to flight, 
Her distress and gloom driven away. 


No alteration of the words of the text, but a different 
pointing, which brings out the parallelism, and makes these 
two couplets introductory to the light and joy of the prophecy 
which follows. The interpretation of ch. ix. 1, has been cor- 
' rected by Lowth. See Hor. Hebr. p. 36. 


II. Ch. ix. 2. _ me 
mp oxen bm 

ban math 

mnpen niga 

“ypa ninbys Pye inby 

: Soy npbna sy swine 


Thou hast multiplied the GLADNEss 
Thou hast mereased the joy ; 


They joy before thee according to the joy of harvest, 
As men ARE GLAD when they divide the spoil. 


The reasons for this reading are fully given in Horse Hebraice. 
Observe the introverted parallelism now restored; and the fre- 


quent conjunction of *) and mn, yoy and gladness, in the 
Psalms and Prophets. 


III. Isaiah xxvi. 15. 


For read 
PRT pacmp bs 
or PROMO: 
(Auth, Vers.) all the ends of the earth. 
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Thou hast removed far off all the princes of the earth. 
LXX. wiot rois év8dfoee ris yas. 


See Isaiah i 10, DD *9t¥p. 


IV. Isaiah Ixiii. 8, 9. 
Por Red 

mp % sy 1d ay) 

or “gat 


And He was to them a Saviour; 

In all their distress a Treasury. 

All the ancient versions: read >. No alteration of the letters 
of the text; merely joining the two words, and pointing differ- 
ently. Observe the parallelism restored 


Treasury, in the same sense as in Bp Andrewew Devetions : 
The fountain of life and immertality, 
The Treasury of eternal bliss. 
Compare Isaiah xxxiii. 6, 


The fear of JenovanH is his Treasure, 
and Deut. xxviii. 12, Jenovan shall open unto thee his good 


treasure, JID My Tw. 

Observe also the paronomasia between EXTY¥ and “WHI as in 
Isaiah v. 7, xi. 3, and see Pref. to Van der Hooght’s Heb. Bible, 
§ 39, Walton’s Prolegomena, vim. $ 20, 2, “Quaedam contra divi- 
sim scribuntur, sed conjunctim leguntur.” 






V. Hosea vi. 8. 


For read 
xy? Te TEL xy? IND “DAD 


(Auth. Vers.) and thy judgments are 
as the light that goeth forth. 


Therefore have I hewed them by the prophets; 

I have slain them by the words of my mouth: 

And my judgment shall go forth as the light. 
10—2 
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No alteration of letters; but the words differently dividecd- 
LXX. rd xpipa pou as pas éfedevoera. See also the Syriac Versiox3- 


VI. Joel ii, 20. 


For read 
EY SPST) 
(Auth. Vers.) I will remove far I will remove far off from 
off from you the northern army. you the basilisk. 


See Jerem. viii. 17, “ For, behold, I will send serpents, cocka- 
trices (q_basilisks) (D°2v5y) among you, which will not be 
charmed,” and Isai, xi. 8. With the latter part of the verse 
compare the account of the great serpent which stopped the 
Roman army at the river Bagradas. See also Bochart, Hiero- 
zoicon. 


VII. Nahum ii. 3. 


For read 
Dynan DeAET 
The fir-trees. The horsemen. 


LXX. oi inneis. Some of De Rossi’s MSS. read DY 59"; 
defective multi, as he observes, but probably the | is rightly 
omitted, and the only change necessary is from ‘4 to 5. 

In this instance I find myself anticipated by archbishop 
Newcome. 


VII. Job x. 15. 


For read 
3) TAT y myn 
therefore see thou mine and saturated with 
affliction. affliction. 


Thus 7)") answers to yay in the foregoing member, and the 
parallelism is completed. Anticipated by Schultens. 


WILLIAM SELWYN, 


en ee + - - -e e- 
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IT. 
On the Eastern Boundary of Naphtali, and the Sites of 
Bethsaida and Capharnaum. 


Tae remarks of the Rey. J. F. Thrupp on “ The Naphtalite Inhe- 
titance,” in No. v1. of the Journal of Philology, lead to several 
pomts of interesting inquiry; especially with regard to the 
localities of a portion of our Lord’s ministry when on earth. As 
they have caused me to examine some parts of the subject, to 
which I had not previously attended, and as I now see a further 
application of certain results at which I had previously arrived, 
I may be able, I believe, in some particulars, to strengthen the 
position laid down by Mr Thrupp, that a portion of the Naph- 
talite inheritance lay to the east of the Upper Jordan, and to 
connect this fact with some other localities. 

Judah upon Jordan.—This is given (Josh, xix. 34) as one of 
the boundaries of Naphtali; Mr Thrupp, however, in common 
with many others, supposes some error in the present reading ; 
“the absence of any further mention of such a place as Judah 
in these parts seems to justify us in assuming some corruption of 
the Hebrew text.” In confirmation of this it may be urged that 
“ Judah ” is omitted in the LXX. (though afterwards supplied by 
Origen out of Theodotion): but allowing all due weight to this, 
it must be stated that the reading “Judah” is found in the 
Syriac and the Vulgate, as well as in the Chaldee Targum. 

But I believe that I shall be able to shew, not only that there 
is no corruption in the passage, but also that this statement 
supplies a link in the chain of testimony that the Naphtalite 
inheritance did cross the Upper Jordan. For what if it can be 
shewn that a portion of Judah had an actual settlement and 
possession in that very region? This may be thus proved: “ And 
the children of Machir the son of Manasseh went to Gilead, 
and took it, and dispossessed the Amorite which was in it. And 
Moses gave Gilead unto Machir the son of Manasseh; and he 
dwelt therein. And Jair the son of Manasseh went and took 
the small towns thereof, and called them Havoth-Jair.” Numb. 
xxxii, 39—41. The connexion of Jair with the tribe of Judah 
is shewn from the genealogy of that tribe in 1 Chron. ii.; where 
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(ver. 21) Hezron the son of Pharez, the son of Judah, marries 
“the daughter of Machir the father of Gilead, whom he married 
when he was threéscore years old; and she bare him Segub. And 
Segub begat Jair, who had three and twenty cities in the land of - 
Gilead. And he took Geshur, and Aram, with the towns of Jair, 
(Havoth-Jair] from them, with Kenath, and the towns thereof, 
even threescore cities. All these belonged to the sons of Machir 
the father of Gilead.” 

Thus in the inheritance of Manasseh beyond Jordan there 
were introduced those who paternally belonged to Judah, though 
they were reckoned as a portion of another tribe. They -might 
be spoken of as belonging to either the one or the other. Of 
course after the law was promulgated (Numb. xxxvi.) that inhe- 
ritances should not pass through daughters from tribe to tribe, 
any such intermixture could not be expected; but the allotment 
to Jair amongst his maternal kindred, the Manassites, was prior 
to that arrangement; which may indeed have been suggested by 
it; for it was in that very tribe of Manasseh, and in the house 
of Machir, that the question arose respecting the daughters of 
Zelophehad, which was brought to Moses!. There must, how- 
ever, have been an occasional transfer of family connexions so 
as to lead to confusion of tribes; otherwise the transaction 
alluded to in Ezra ii, 61 would be unintelligible: “— the chil- 
dren of Koz, the children of Barzillai; which took a wife of the 
daughters of Barzillai the Gileadite, and was called after their 
name.” 

Thus it is certain that a portion of Judah had a Trans-jor- 
danic possession; and to this I believe the allusion is made, when 
the eastern extent of the Naphtalite inheritance is defined. It 
would not be more strange for the portion of territory to be 
called by the name of the paternal ancestry of such a separated 


1 The order of the events is worthy 
- of notice. In Numb. xxvii. an inherit- 
ance amongst their brethren was ap- 
pointed to the daughters of Zelophehad ; 
then in chap. xxxii. Moses gives to the 
house of Machir that territory beyond 
Jordan which intermixed a portion of 
Judah with Manasseh ; afterwards in 
chap. xxxvi. ‘‘the chief fathers of the 
families of the children of Gilead, the 


son of Machir, the son of Manasseh,” 
appeal to Moses, fearing lest the ap- 
pointment which he had made respect- 
ing the daughters of Zelophehad, 
should cause the Manassite inheritance 
to pass in part to others—a thing which 
had already taken place amongst them 
by the introduction of Jair into the 
region beyond Jordan. 
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pert of a tribe, than it is for the persons to have received the 
' +@ther designation: we know that the latter was true, and so in 
ths case was, I believe, the former. 

Amongst the towns in Bashan given to Manassch was Edrei 
(Josh. xiii. 31 and elsewhere), and this place stands at least in 
; juxtaposition with the possession of Jair, the Manansite portion 

of Judah. Now the same name occurs amongst the Naphtalite 
towns (Josh. xix. 37); this might be explained on the supposition 
that this was the same place, which as a border-city might have 
belonged to both tribes in part. This may seem to receive some 
confirmation from the LXX. where Edrei is found with a kind 
of dual termination, "Edpaiy, ’E3paciv, or B&paip; it ia right however 
to add that in Josh. xix. 37, where the Naphtalite town in men- 
tioned, the LXX. have ’Acgapi; everywhere else they give one of 
the forms above stated. Whether the Naphtalite Kdrei were 
identical with the Manassite may be a point for discussion; the 
site of the latter seems to have been identified, but on mapa it 
is placed very variously; the latitude in the map in Kitto’s Cyclo 
peedia is about that of the southern end of the sea of Galilee, 
while in those which Mr W. Hughes has since executed he has 
placed it in Lat. 33, some miles to the north of the northern 
end of that lake. If the latter position be correct, the Naphta- 
lite inheritance beyond Jordan might reach it; but if the former 
be true it would be removed far away from that district. The 
identification of the Naphtalite Edrei with the Dara (or Dara’), 
mentioned by Mr Thrupp, must in great measure depend on the 
spelling of that name, whether or not it has the final ¢; if not 
there is no link of identification between Dara and Fadrci. 

There is often a difficulty in harmonising the territories of 
the tribes, as defined in Joshua by the cities of cach, with the 
neatly formed divisions in modern maps; the truth seems to be 
that to each tribe certain cities and the circumjacent territory 
were assigned; while the notion of boundaries only comes into 
view in general when a tribe has a district allotted to it, after 
the circumjacent tribes have been defined. And this accounts 
for several seeming anomalies, such as one tribe possessing cities 
within the borders of another, as was the case with Manasseh to 
the west of Jordan. The formation of absolute boundary lines 
must often have been gradual; and they could hardly have been 
complete, until the whole of the land was fully occupied. The 
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divisions of counties, and the divisions within them in England, 
sprung up much in the same way!; and thus there are inter. 
mixed portions; wholly different from the self-contained boun- 
daries of the French departments, which were absolutely assigned 
in modern days, wholly unlike a development from a remote age, 
or from what originated on the first occupation of a country. 

The book of Joshua certainly gives us no reason to suppose 
that the sea of Galilee was, to any extent at least, a boundary 
of Naphtali; and thus we may safely consider that its western 
shore belonged in general te Zebulon; the apparently southern 
position of one at least of the Naphtalite cities in the -south- 
west of that tribe, (Aznoth-tabor is asserted by Eusebius to have 
lain in the district of Dio Caesarea), may be explained by the 
considerations respecting the boundaries above stated. 

It is clear that the expressions of Josh. xix. 34, however they 
may be explained, relate to the western and eastern boundaries 
of Naphtali: YW My PTI AANA DM yap Wa 
Whatever be the rendering of the latter words, I have sought to 
shew that we need not imagine a corruption in the text: those 
who have thought that there was an error have in general sup- 
posed that Juduh must be excluded from the passage; and then 
we get Jordan for the eastern boundary of Naphtali; a result 
which Mr Thrupp has shewn to be impossible, from the fact of 
Naphtalite cities lying beyond that river. And this prevalent 
Opinion, now shewn to be untenable, may have originated in the 
omission of Judah by the LXX., Kai 6 "Iop8avns amd dvarodey jriov. 
The Chaldee Targum here answers precisely to the Hebrew 
text as we have it; the Vulgate renders, ‘et in Juda ad Jor- 


danem contra ortum solis.” The Syriac gives it, Ppooi20 


LeSos wannt, 0 me.) 375029 ; thus shewing how they 
supplied the ellipsis in the construction of “ Jordan.” It is rather 
curious that the Arabic in Walton’s Polyglott preserves Judah, 
but omits Jordan; “and unto Judah towards the sunrising.” 
Perhaps the Hebrew words may be rendered, “and it reacheth 
to Asher on the west, and to Judah on the east of Jordan 2.” 

1 Sir Francis Palgrave states how town or a district extended as far as it 
‘ impossible it would have been in Saxon _ was occupied or used, and between such 
days to have defined such divisions; as _ localities there might be much that was 


impossible (he says) as to mark bound- _yet: unappropriated. 
ary lines on the sea. The territory of a 2 Matt. xix. 1, 7Adey els rd Spia Tis 
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Jthough modern maps in general make the Upper Jordan 
‘astern boundary of Naphtali, an exception should be made 
regard to that of Spruner in his Atlas Antiquus; for he 
s the line so as to make it leave the Upper Jordan a few 
' to the north of the sea of Galilee; had he caused it to 
» that lake in a north-westwardly direction near the place 
e the Jordan enters it, he would have, I believe, placed it 
ctly. I suppose that the west side of the lake belonged to 
lon, and that Naphtali only touched it just about the part 
e the Jordan flows in at the northern extremity. 
.bel-beth-Maachah seems (as Mr Thrupp has pointed out) 
wwe been a Naphtalite city; it can hardly be doubted that it 
ast of Jordan, though in some maps it is put to the west to 
r it within the supposed boundary of Naphtali. It is pro- 
2 that Josephus so identified this Abel (whether rightly or 
gly) with Abila, which gave its name to Abilene, as to make 
erritory of Naphtali extend (as Abilene does) to the neigh- 
hood of Damascus. 
ites of Bethsaida and Capharnaum.—lIf in the preceding 
ks I have at all strengthened the position of Mr Thrupp, 
the Naphtalite inheritance extended east of Jordan, I 
that, though not forming the same conclusions as to some - 
, | shall be able to do still more to confirm his conclusions 
2cting that portion of the shore of the sea of Galilee, which 
specially the scene of the earthly ministry of the incarnate 
of God. 
\lthough since the days of Reland it has been very general 
isume the existence of two Bethsaidas, this opinion has been 
© means universal. Hug, for instance, maintained that the 
Testament speaks of but one Bethsaida',—the city after- 


las wépay rod’ IopSdvov, seemsto be to the district, and might be cherished 


\ from Mark x. 1, to speak not of 
arritory of Judah beyond Jordan, 
f the route by which our Lord 
to the coasts of Judea; but as 
ue reading in Mark appears to be 
a els Ta Spa THs lovdalas xal wépay 
opddyov (instead of 5:4 rot mwépay 
[opd.), this conclusion is not so 
est and certain. The point is 
ty of some inquiry. The name 
lah beyond Jordan” might adhere 


by Jews, its preservation there would 
not be more remarkable than the names 
of Zebulon and Naphtali and their re- 
spective boundaries. 

1 See Hug’s Finleitung, i. § 4, (p. 24, 
ed. 1847). Hug’s remarks led me long 
ago to regard Julias beyond Jordan as 
the only Bethsaida of the New Testa- 
ment, though from not remembering 
that a city of that name on the west of 
the lake was an hypothetical suggestion 


146 Journal of Philology. 


wards called Julias by Philip,—and that it lay on the east of 
Jordan, (as we know that it must): and he defended the use of 
the name of Galilee, as applied to the district where it stood, 
by referring to the same mention of Judas of Galilee by Jose- 
phus, which has been brought forward by Mr Thrupp!. We 
know approximately, from independent sources, the position of 
Bethsaida, to the east of the upper Jordan, just before it falls 
into the sea of Galilee: there are, I think, reasons for regarding 
it as nearer to the lake than the Tell which has of late been 
regarded as its site; on this point I may speak afterwards; but 
we know its position sufficiently well to use it as an index for 
discovering whereabouts Capcrnaum (or more properly Caphar- 
naum) lay. 

Capharnaum is first mentioned in the New Testament as the 
place at which our Lord took up His abode, when entering on 
His more public ministry, Matt. iv. 13; and the fame of His 
actions there soon spread to Nazareth, Luke iv. 23. At Ca- 
pharnaum, after he had taught in the synagogue, Mark i. 21, 
Luke iv. 31, He went forthwith from the synagogue into the 
house of Peter, and healed his wifée’s mother, (Matt. xiii. 14, 
Mark i. 29, Luke iv. 38); but we know that Peter and An- 
drew belonged to Bethsaida, John i. 45, (as also did Philip, 
John i. 45, and xii. 21, if not also James and John, and proba- 
bly Matthew); and thus from the synagogue at Capharnaum to 
the house of Peter at Bethsaida was but as a step. 

After the feeding of the five thousand, St John tells us 
(vi. 17) that the disciples were going across the lake unto eis 


of Reland’s, I supposed that there 
might also have been such a place. 

1 Hug draws attention to the close 
juataposition in which Josephus gives 
his twofold designation of Judas of 
Galilee, by which he shews very.clearly 
that that historian did not limit the 
name of Galilee to the western shore of 
Jordan and the Lake. ‘‘ Josephus 
mentions to us Judas the Gaulonite of 
Gamala, (Arch. xviii. 1), and forthwith 
in the next paragraph (xviii. 2) he calls 
him the Galilean ; and in another work 
he gives him the same designation: 
hence we may be convinced that the 


custom of the times respected a more 
ancient division, in spite of the political 
geography then existing.” 

It may be doubted whether the 
political division which assigned the 
Jordan as the eastern limit of Galilee, 
had any existence prior to the will by 
which Herod partitioned his dominions 
amongst his sons.. A fordable river 
forms a poor boundary ; and even now 
both shores of the Upper Jordan be- 
long, on Robinson’s map, to the same 
Turkish division of the country, which 
is bounded by the mountains to the 
east. 
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Capharnaum: but from St Mark (vi. £5), we learn thas en chis 
Occasion they were crossing unte ae the other side, spec in the 
lirection of Bethsaida; and im the continuing narrative of “t 
John we are told of the events which occurre: the next day 
it Capharnaum. 

These passages make i appear as if Bethsaida and Caphar- 
gum were almost identical; so that there would have been 
langer of their being regarded as the same place onder different 
ames, were it not that our Lerd distingnished them in his 
enunciation, Matt. xi. 21, Lake x. 13. They were at least an 
lose that our Lord could pase immediately from the synagngne 
1 the one to Peter's house m the other; their relative positions 
rere such, that in crossing the lake, 2 vessel sailing to the one 
rent in the direction of the other. This appears tn me to thew 
hat the localities assigned to these towns in the various theories 
thich have been brought forward always make them too far 
part. 

This juxtaposition seems to accord with the circumstances 
f the call of Andrew and Peter: the Lord Jeans going forth 
rom Capharnaum finds these Bethsaidaite fishermen on the 
hore of the lake in that locality, as though ie were the place 
there they would naturally follow their occupation. In John iv. 
6, when our Lord had come out of Judza to Cana of (salilee, 2 
ertain nobleman, ms Beovuads, whose son waa sick at Caphar- 
aum comes to Him: now m whatever sense Sanus was here 
sed, it certainly gives us the notion of a royal courticr ; and this 
ense has been thought to be inapplicable to Capharnanm as a 
cality: but if Capharnaum was close by Bethsaida, which 
‘hilip the tetrarch erected into the city of Julias, and where 
e held his court, we may see the suitability of such a designa- 
ion in such a locality. 

And this conclusion, drawn simply from the New Testament, 
5 thoroughly borne out by Josephus. In the passage im which 
e mentions the village of Cepharnome’, he is speaking of the 
ransactions which took place near Julias. Two thousand of the 
ewish troops encamped one stadium from Julias, near the 
ordan: Josephus joins them there with three thousand more 
ven. Before this the hostile troops were stationed five stadia 


1 Josephi Vita, § 72, (ed. Hudson, p. 943). 
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from Julias (§ 71), and in the battle which ensued between 
armies so posted, the horse of Josephus fell, and he having§- 
dislocated his wrist, was borne to the village of Cepharnome, 
and then by night was carried across to Tarichza. 

From this it may be judged that Cepharnome was the 
nearest place to which Josephus could well be conveyed from 
the scene of the skirmish; and every indication seems to shew 
that to have been very near Julias. 

It seems strange that this passage in Josephus has beea 
looked at so partially: it is admitted that Cepharnome is the Caper. 
naum or Capharnaum of the New Testament; it is admitted also 
that Julias was the same place as the known Bethsaida; and yet 
the almost necessary deduction has not been drawn, that this 
must be the Bethsaida of the New Testament. If we introduce 
an hypothetical Bethsaida on the west of the lake, we must 
either admit that Capharnaum was similarly situated with regard 
to each of the cities named Bethsaida, or else we must intro- 
duce an hypothetical Capharnaum: thus we should get two 
pairs of cities similarly named, and similarly related in situ- 
ation. : 

It appears to me from Josephus as though Julias were 
closer to the lake than the Tell which of late years has been 
supposed to be its locality; for it seems that troops could land 
at Julias without being intercepted by those that were occupy- 
ing that region: xaramem\evxévac yap riwas dmAiras dxovcayres dwo 
Taptxedy eis "lovAcada (§ 73). 

To this it may also be added that its name, “ House of 
fishing,” seems to intimate a close proximity to the Lake. 

Besides the places cited above in which Capharnaum is 
mentioned in the New Testament, it occurs in Mark ii. 1, as 
the scene of some of our Lord’s miracles, (in the parallel place 
Matt. ix. 1, we find cis rjv idiav wédw); as the place where the 
centurion’s servant was healed, Matt. viii. 5, and Luke vii. 1; as 
the city to which our Lord went with His disciples after He 
had taught them concerning His sufferings by death, (Matt. 
xvii. 24, Mark ix. 33), where by miracle he paid the tribute- 
money for himself and Peter. Also in John ii. 12 it occurs as 
the place to which our Lord went with His mother and His 

disciples after the miracle at Cana. These are all the passages 
_ in which the place is mentioned; and there is nothing in any 
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@€ them to modify the results previously obtained as to the situ- 
@ition of Capharnaum. 

There are two passages, besides those already noticed, in 
which the New Testament speaks of Bethsaida. In Matt. xv. 
39 and Mark viii. 10 our Lord has left the scene of feeding the 
Sour thousand for Dalmanutha or Magdala, on the south-western 
shore of the lake: there the Pharisees oppose Him; and they 
cross to the other side, Mark viii. 13. The same Evangelist 
mentions (ver. 22) Bethsaida as the place to which our Lord 
came after this; and then after He had healed a blind man 
there, He goes on to the villages of Cesarea Philippi. All this 
is told us, as if we might be supposed to see that the localities 
naturally followed one another; and as here the Bethsaida 
mentioned could scarcely be on the western side of the lake, 
Julias is the place suggested to the reader. Who then would 
suppose that the same Evangelist would, in ch. vi. 43, have given 
“towards Bethsaida” as indicating the course of a vessel, if 
there had been two, one on each of the opposite shores ? 

The other passage, Luke ix. 10, has been considered the 
stronghold of the maintainers that two Bethsaidas are mention- 
ed in the Gospels. In Mark vi. 45 the disciples sail towards 
Bethsaida after the feeding of the five thousand. In Luke, 
before that same miracle, it is said in the common text, treye- 
poe xar idiav els réwov Epnpov wédews Kadovpérns BnOcaida. The read- 
ing here is very doubtful, as Mr Thrupp has remarked; and we 
may seem to increase the difficulty if we adopt the reading 
which is better attested than the common text. The common 
Greek copies seem to me to contain a conflate reading, blended 
from two, of which one had épnypoy rérov, and the other the name 
ByOcaida: and as épnyoy rémov seems to have come from the 
parallel passages in Matt, and Mark, the reading which excludes 
those words seems the better: cis mé\w xadovpérny BnOcaita: it is 
also the better supported by the MS. authorities, if they are 
regarded in accordance with their character and not numbers!,: 
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1 The following is a conspectus of 
the variety of reading in this passage as 
found in the ancient authorities :—Com- 
mon text: els rhwov Epnpov wbNEws Kadov- 
péens BnOcalda: so CAEGHKMS (e 
sil.) UV (e sil.) TA (so too A but Epnp. 


t6m.). Syr. Hel. Goth. Arm. 

els wéd\w Kadounévay BrnOcaidd BLX. 
33. Memph. Theb. 

els xbpenv Neyouévny Brdcaidd D. 

els téwov wbdews Kadoupérns BnO- 
caddy. Adth. 
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How then can Bethsaida in this place be accounted for. ¥ 
the common text were the true one, no exception need, I think, 
be taken to Mr Thrupp’s rendering, “He went aside privately 
into a desert place from the city of Bethsaida;” but I do net 
thus escape from the difficulty; first, because I do not believe 
that to be the true reading; and secondly, because, so far from 
Bethsaida being the district from which our Lord sought to 
withdraw in the circumstances which then existed, he returned 
to that neighbourhood, (or even place, see Mark vi. 45) the very 
next day. 

In comparing Luke ix. 10, and the context, with the paralld 
passages in Matt. xiv. and Mark vi. it appears that these occur- 
rences took place, when the Apostles informed our Lord of the 
results of their mission, and when He likewise heard how Herod 
had beheaded John the Baptist, and now wished to see Him. | 
Hereupon He withdraws himself from Herod’s province into 
that of his brother Philip the tetrarch, so that there might be 
the avoidance of that weak and wicked ruler. Luke only men- 
tions Bethsaida as the place to which Jesus then went; the 
place to the neighbourhood of which He returned the next day. 
For though at first He crossed the lake from Bethsaida, this 
was merely, as it seems, to avoid the crowds, who however 
followed Him. Seclusion from notice under the circumstances 
seems to have been His object. Or, He may have taken this 
route to go to the Passover, which was (as we know) nigh at 
hand (John vi.), so as to cross the Lake privately; and then 
He may have been hindered, by the multitudes who followed 
Him and sought to take Him by force and make Him a king, 
from continuing His journey to Jerusalem. By first withdrawing 
to Bethsaida and then crossing the Lake, He would avoid a 
considerable part of Herod’s dominions. This may, I think, be 


els Epnuov rémrov (tantum) 69. Cure- 
tonian Syriac. 

‘“In locum desertum qui est Beth- 
saide.” Vulg. (g?) Syr. Pst. ‘In loc. 
des. qui vocabatur Beth.” a. ‘In loc. 
des. quod est Beth.” 6. c. ‘In loc. des. 
qui dicitur Beth.” f. ‘‘In loc. des. quod 
appellatur B.” e. (The Cod. Amiatinus, 
and the copies of the old Latin have 
the termination Bethsaida not -d@.) 


These comprehend all the Uncial 
MSS. known to contain this portion, 
and a few others, the teat of which is 
ancient. I and A are two MSS. pro- 
cured by Tischendorf, which by his 
permission I collated. The Palimpsest 
which he obtained, and also the Nitrian 
fragments of St Luke in the British 
Museum, do not contain the passage : 
F also is defective. 
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enough to account for the mention of Bethsaida in Luke ix. 
Evangelist rests but little on localities; there was a reason 
he city being specified to which the Lord withdrew from 
d’s territories, which would not apply to the spot being 
ioned where the feeding of the five thousand took place. 
know from Mark vi. that this occurred across the Lake, 
site to Bethsaida; and it seems, from John vi. 23, that it was 
Tiberias. Thus so far from the hypothesis of two Beth- 
s being helped by Luke ix. which has been supposed of 
isity to speak of that called Julias, it would only introduce 
new element of confusion, since it is certain that Bethsaida- 
3 and Capharnaum stood near together, and that not on 
hore where the five thousand were fed. 

1 agreeing with Mr Thrupp that the Trans-jordanic Beth- 
is the only one known in the New Testament, I sufficiently 
ate that I identify Gennesareth with the Batihah at the 
iern end of the Lake. The dimensions accord, it seems, well 
those given by Josephus (B. J. iii. 10. 8. p. 1155. ed. Hudson), 
he account which he gives of its fertility, and how well it 
irrigated, seems to be unconsciously confirmed by Dr. E. 
1 in Robinson’s Palestine: “It is perfectly level, and a more 
e tract can scarcely be imagined.... Burckhardt says, the 
vitants raise large quantities of cucumbers and gourds, 
1 they carry to the market of Damascus, three weeks before 
ame fruits ripen there. ... The extreme fertility is owing not 
to the fine soil of black loam, but also to the abundance of 
r. Not less than three perennial streams besides the 
an contribute to its irrigation!” The positions of these 
» streams are then stated. . 
m or in the Batihah Bethsaida and Capharnaum must then 
stood; and this would prevent me from identifying the 
r with Tell-Him?, (to say nothing now of Khan Minyeh 


Robinson’s Palestine, iii. 305, 6. shews that identifications had been 
yhole account of the ride across imagined. It can be no cause for sur- 
atthah is worth comparison with prise if the ancient Capharnaum had 
count of Josephus. utterly disappeared, when we remember 
Cell-HaOm maybe theCapharnaum that the war in the time of Hadrian 
fourth century and of Arculfus; caused the entire destruction in that 
ior to the age of Constantine this country of fifty cities, and of nine hun- 
ot a Christian locality at all; and dred and eighty-five towns and villages. 
o's house were sought there, it (Xiphilinus cited by Hug, p. 14). 
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suggested by Robinson). Indeed Tell-Hfm is too far from 
Bethsaida to answer to the Scripture notices of the close juxté-§. 
position of the two places; and also they are not sufficiently ia 
the same direction from the southern part of the lake for the 
two names to have been used, as in Mark and John, to indicate 
the same course of a vessel. Two miles of distance apart appest 
in their full extent from a boat on the water. In looking at 
Roberts’s views of the Lake of Tiberias, (or that given by Vande 
Velde) it may at once be seen in what different directions the 
supposed sites appear when regarded from the end of the Lake. 
Mr Thrupp says, (p. 301) “It must be owned, however, that 
the fountain described by Josephus yet remains to be identified; 
and that the ruins at Tell-Him are about two miles distant 
from either the Batihah or the Ghuweir.” 

If then Bethsaida was (as we know) just by the Jordan 
before it fell into the Lake, Capharnaum must have been 
almost in the same locality, and on the sea-shore. And this is 
the place very precisely where I should, independently of this, 
consider the tribes of Zebulon and Naphtali to join!. The only 
other point from which Capharnaum might be measured, so as 
to form a notion, is, as far as I remember, Chorazin. But the 
identified site, two miles from Tell-Haim, seems to be just the 
same distance in another direction from the mouth of the upper 
Jordan; but though this distance suits, I doubt whether the true 
site of Capharnaum was known to Eusebius and Jerome. 

The New Testament does not tell us on which side the 
Jordan we ought to look for Capharnaum, but, from its position 


1 Robinson (iii. 289 and note) tries 
to shew that “borders of Zabulon and 
Nephtalim,” as the position of Caphar- 
naum, may be used as meaning any- 
thing rather than on or near the boun- 
dary line. ‘‘It does not necessarily 
imply that Capernaum was on or even 
near the line of division between the 
two tribes ; but only that it lay on the 
sea within the territory of those adja- 
cent tribes; which we know extended 
along the western coast of the Lake of 
Tiberias.” [How do we know this with 
regard to Naphtali?] He illustrates his 
position by a comparison with the ex- 


pression ‘‘coasts of Tyre and Sidon ;” 
but rst, no place is defined as lying in 
the coasts of Tyre and Sidon, (which 
in fact could define nothing); and 2nd, 
the expressions are not parallel: Tyre 
and Sidon held a territory together (see 
Acts xii. 20), and 7¢s coasts (taken uni- 
tedly) were contrasted with those of 
Galilee ; whereas Zebulon and Naphtali 
held separate territories, and their coasts 
divided them one from the other. Ro- 
binson seems to wish to give Tiberias to 
Naphtali, thus leaving to Zebulon but 
little of its eastern boundary as laid 
down in Joshua. 
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' @ relation to Bethsaida, it would hardly seem as if the river 

- flowed between. Also, in the account which Josephus gives of 
the skirmish near Julias, which evidently occurred to the east 

- of Jordan, there is no hint that the river was crossed when he 
was conveyed disabled to Cepharnome. Also if Capharnaum 
had not been én the district called Gennesaret, it is difficult to 
imagine how it could be said that “the place is watered by a 
most fertilising fountain called by the natives Capharnaum,”— 
a@ name which must have sprung from that of a village or town. 
Had Capharnaum lain at Tell-Him, two miles from anything 
that could be the district of Gennesaret, how could a fountain 
or stream take its name from that town, and yet water the 
plain which lies the other side of Jordan? But if Capharnaum 
lay in the Batihah, the fertilising streams are so numerous, that 
the only difficulty seems to be which to choose. Mr Thrupp 
says that the fountain yet remains to be identified: so probably 
it would long remain, if Capharnaum were sought to the west 
of Jordan; but if the streams in the Batihah be examined, that 
specified by Josephus may be distinguished by some future 
explorer. 

Hug seems to have perceived distinctly that Capharnaum 
must have been situated at the mouth of the Upper Jordan: he 
says, “the Phoenicians, and more particularly the Aradians, trans- 
mitted their merchandise by means of the Jordan into more 
southern regions. Their depédt was thus of necessity at the 
north of the lake of Gennesaret and at Capernaum, and there 
would be no lack there of collectors of the customs of transit 
and importation!.” This is mentioned in connexion with the 
call of Matthew the publican at Capharnaum. 

St Matthew defines the position of Capharnaum very pre- 
cisely, “on the sea-shore in the borders of Zabulon and Neph- 
thalim ;” and he does this to meet the terms of the prophecy 
which he quotes from Isaiah. Now in the citation the words 
‘beyond Jordan” occur; and they have been by some passed 
by without notice; and others have said that they merely 
formed part of the description cited by the Evangelist from the 
prophet. But whether they proceed from the prophet or the 
Evangelist they mean something; and I see no reason for 
imagining that the point of view is different from that of every 

1 Hug’s Finleitung, § 4, p. 18, ed. 1847. 
Vou. III. June, 1856. 1l 
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other place in the New Testament in which the words sépay ro 
"IopSdvov occur. The place or part designated by the prophet 
is that portion of “the land of Zebulon” which is conterminous 
with “the land of Naphtali;” to this in the Evangelist there 
answers the expression “the borders of Zebulon and Nephtha- 
lim :” to “the way of the sea” answers “by the sea-shore ;” and 
just so in the application we ought I believe to consider that 
“beyond Jordan” properly designates Capharnaum itself. 

It is important to see when our Lord took up His abode at 
Capharnaum; it was not till Herod the tetrarch had put John 
the Baptist into prison; He then left Nazareth, in the centre of 
‘ Galilee, and sought this new abode, situated (as I think I have 
shewn) beyond Jordan: and therefore out of the jurisdiction of 
Herod. He thus commenced to gather disciples around Him in 
a place where there would not be the same danger for them as 
might have been apprehended from Herod; and where in fact 
there was more tranquillity than in any other portion of the | 
Holy Land: for the rule of Philip the tetrarch seems during the 
thirty-seven years that it continued to have contrasted most 
favourably with that of all sovereigns of that age. There is a 
certain parity in the action of our Lord in thus taking up His 
abode at Capharnaum and gathering disciples there, so soon as" 
John was imprisoned, and that of His withdrawal to Bethsaida, 
when He heard that His forerunner had been put to death. 
Such withdrawals from scenes of danger occurred repeatedly 
during His ministry. He avoided Judea when the Jews sought 
to kill Him, and that more than once, up to the appointed time 
when “ His hour was come.” 

In endeavouring to identify the locality of Capharnaun, | 
am not contending against any well-established tradition as to 
the site, for there is none: I rest on the New Testament con- 
nexion of the place with Bethsaida; on the similar notice in 
Josephus; on its position in the well-watered region; and on 
the intimations in Matt. iv. that it was “by the sea-side,” and 
“beyond Jordan.” 

S. P. TREGELLES. 


155 


IIL 


On the Date of Justin Martyr. 


Ir is interesting to observe how the discordant results of late 
researches into the philosophy and theology of the first three 
Christian centuries have been connected with questions of mere 
chronology. It has been found impossible to separate the dis- 
cussion of no less important matters than the genuineness of 
the fourth Gospel from the driest settlement of disputed dates. 
Practical experience has taught us that in spite of the superior 
depth of modern thought we shall be at the mercy of any wild 
historical theory, unless we will condescend to take up once 
more the studies of the despised sixteenth and seventeenth cen- 
turies. Yet, when we remember the great learning and acute- 
ness of many among the earlier critics, it is strange how few 
conclusions they have really established. The result would pro- 
bably have been otherwise, had not criticism been employed 
almost wholly as an implement of the most violent partisanship 
on both sides in the papal, episcopal, and other similar contro- 
versies. The warning ought not be lost upon us in the more 
vital struggles of our own day. Whatever be the final issue, 
it must be dangerous to dogmatise on the arrangement of the 
subtler historical phenomena until those of a more definite and 
tangible kind have been laid down as landmarks according to 
the best evidence within our reach. 

The present article on Justin Martyr is intended as a con- 
tribution towards this preliminary work!. All the more important 


1 [When the present article was still have been worth while to publish a 


already far advanced, I discovered that 
Volkmar had recently broached some- 
what similar views in two articles in the 
Tiibingen Theologische Jahrhiicher (Die 
Let Justin’s des Martyrers. 1855, pp. 
227—283, 412—468; see also 569— 
572). It seemed best on the whole to 
defer reading these dissertations till my 
own should be complete. Had the pro- 
cesses and results been identical, it might 


second investigation, where both were 
so completely independent of each other 
(the main outlines of this article were 
worked out in 1852): as it is, the differ- 
ence is sufficiently great to remove 
any lingering scruples. All remarks of 
Volkmar, that contravene or strengthen 
the views advocated in the text in any 
considerable degree, will be mentioned in 
the notes within square brackets. We 
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authorities have been discussed over and over again; but | 
cannot pretend to comment on commentary as well as on text, 
except for some special reason!. The safe way of proceeding 
seems to be to examine first the evidence afforded by Justin 
himself, and then the rest in order, not suffering Eusebius or any 
other ‘standard’ authority to appear before his turn in any cha- 
racter but that of a critic just like Dodwell or Neander. 

The Dialogue with Tryphon may be set aside at once as use- 
less for our purpose. It contains (c. 120) a clear allusion to the 
longer Apology, thereby fixing its own relative date, and no 
‘more*?, The only other surviving genuine works of Justin are 
the two Apologies, the order of which has been the subject of 
some discussion. Thrice in the shorter Apology he alludes to 
passages in the longer, using the words mpodpnper, os xpoednper (II. 
4to1.10; 1. 6 tol. 23, 63; um. 8% to 1, 46): the longer must 


are agreed on the two most important 
points; (1) that the longer Apology falls 
at or soon after the end of the first 
decad of Antoninus Pius’s reign, and 
not at its beginning; (2) that Justin’s 
death took place under Antoninus Pius, 
and not under M. Aurelius. Our differ- 
ences arise almost entirely from Volk- 
mar’s rejecting and my accepting the 
evidence of Epiphanius about Tatian. 
If that were removed, I could only say 
that Justin died somewhere between 
146 and 161, with a preference for an 
earlier rather than a later year. ] 

1 The quantity that has been written 
upon Justin during three centuries is 
truly marvellous; but critics have so 
frequently been content to dilute the 
thoughts of their predecessors, that the 
following list will indicate where nearly 
everything of chronological importance 
is to be found:—Baronio, Papebroche, 
Valois, Petau, Pearson, Tillemont, 
Grabe, Pagi, Prudentius Maranus, Lum- 
per, Neander, Clinton, Semisch, Otto. 
‘The two last mentioned learned ra- 
ther than able critics represent what 
may be called the received chronology 
in its most complete and elaborate 
form. 

3 [Volkmar (pp. 464—466) finds in 


c. 16 (ov yap etovclay Exere abréxepes 
yerecOa tyoy 8a rods viv émixparoir 
ras) an intimation that more than one 
were ruling, i.e. that M. Aurelius was 
already admitted to power (which event 
took place in 147). But (1) the phrase. 
is too general to prove anything as to 

the number; and (2) Justin is contrast- 

ing with Pontius Pilate the rulers of hss 

own day (not merely those of that par- 

ticular moment), doubtless thinking 

chiefly of Hadrian, whose especial policy 

it was to favour the Christians at the 

expense of the Jews. Another resultless 

argument, from c. 1, founded on igno- 

rance of the meaning of viv and forget- 

fulness of a parallel passage in Ap. i. 

31, need not be discussed ; especially as 

it rests partly on an absolutely irrelevant 

reference borrowed without verification 

from Niebuhr. ] 

38 Kal rods dxd trav Zrwixdy 82 doy- 
pdrwv....memonoda kal repovetobas ol- 
Sayer’ ‘Hpdxrerrov pév, ws wpoédnpes, 
kal Movodnov 8 & rots xad” tas xal 
A\dous oldanev. Otto’s suggested emenda- 
tjons, év rots xpd yay or & Tots xpoye- 
yernudvos, are quite gratuitous, and 
involve the treatment of xal....5é as 
if it were 8¢: probably ui should be 
read for pév. 
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efore indubitably have been written first, according to the 
alent modern view, in spite of the titles contained in the 
Some have held the one to be a continuation of the 
r?: much may be said on both sides of this question; but 
2ast the words used are hardly compatible with any long 
‘val of time. 
‘he shorter or, as we may now call it, second Apology is said 
ie MSS. to have been addressed to the Roman senate :;—a 
which has probably been suggested by the words d ‘Pepaios 
he opening sentence: but the contents shew that it was 
y addressed to the emperor with a colleague or colleagues. 
2 he is spoken of in the singular (% pév BiBriddy cor rq abroxpa- 
avadédwxe....Kal cuvexdpnoas rovro, Cc. 2) in reference to a 
transaction; while at other times (cc. 3, 14, 15) the plural 
ber is used in connexion with terms applicable only to 
rial personages (Baciuxdy 3 dy xat rovro epyoy ein....Kal ipas ot 
wey tmoypaarras rd ipiv Boxoiy® spobcivas rovri rd PiBAldop.... | 
8¢ ipeis mpoypaynre), The Apology opens with a complaint 
re cruelty of one Urbicus at Rome, before whom a man 
ed Ptolemseus had been denounced as a Christian: but 


Which is also that of Eusebius, 
b im one passage (H. £. iv. 17). ‘O 
ds dxip xpd Tol Kar’ avrdv dyGvos 
» wpd abroo paprupnodstwr & Ty 
og abrov prnuovetac drodoyla. A 
— memory may reasonably be sup- 
» a8 in iv. 11, hereafter noticed. 
horus (H. &. iii. 33) has merely 
avrés kal G\Aww wpd atrod pynpo- 
sapTripwy éy TH Kat’ avrdv drodoyla 
30 in ii. 14 he omits zporépg given 
webius, ii. 13). The vulgar read- 
| supported by Rufinus (in primo 
nonts sue libro) and by the Syriac 
mn of Books I—v. of Eusebius pre- 
1 in the British Museum (Add. 
14639). Dr Tregelles has kindly 
ained for me the reading of this 
assigned by Mr Cureton (Corp. 
» 350) to the 6th century, in this 
wo other places. 
One curious fact in support of this 
y of Grabe, lately revived by Boll, 
manner in which Justin’s ‘“‘ Apo- 


logy” is sometimes spoken of, as if he 
had written only one: of course the 
division into two works must have taken 
place at a very early period. 

{Volkmar (pp. 452—464) may now 
be considered to have established this 
theory by giving prominence to Grabe’s 
original idea of the so-called shorter 
Apology as a postscript or appendix to 
the already complete longer Apology. 
He adds an important confirmation from 
the fact that whereas Justin in his Dia- 
logue confessedly refers to but one Apo- 
logy, he yet (c. 120) distinctly alludes 
to a statement in Ap. ii. 15. It will be 
observed that the arguments in the text, 
though worded on the assumption that 
the two writings are distinct, acquire 
new force if we suppose the one to be 
an appendix to the other. } 

3 Compare Lamprid. Comm. 13. 
“‘Tpse Commodus in subscribendo tar- 
dus et negligens, ita ut libellis una 
forma multis subscriberet.” 
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authorities have been discussed over and over again; but I 
cannot pretend to comment on commentary as well as on text, 


except for some special reason’. 


The safe way of proceeding 


seems to be to examine first the evidence afforded by Justin 
himeelf, and then the rest in order, not suffering Eusebius or any 
other ‘standard’ authority to appear before his turn in any cha- 
racter but that of a critic just like Dodwell or Neander. 

The Dialogue with Tryphon may be set aside at once as use- 


less for our purpose. 


It contains (co. 120) a clear allusion to the 


longer Apology, thereby fixing its own relative date, and no 


more?, 


The only other surviving genuine works of Justin are 


the two Apologies, the order of which has been the subject of 


some discussion. 


Thrice in the shorter Apology he alludes to 


passages in the longer, using the words mpoddnuev, ds spoédpnpen (IL 
4to1. 10; 1. 6 tor. 23, 63; 1. 8° to 1. 46): the longer must 


are agreed on the two most important 
points; (1) that the longer Apology falls 
at or soon after the end of the first 
decad of Antoninus Pius’s reign, and 
not at its beginning; (2) that Justin’s 
death took place under Antoninus Pius, 
and not under M. Aurelius. Our differ- 
ences arise almost entirely from Volk- 
mar’s rejecting and my accepting the 
evidence of Epiphanius about Tatian. 
If that were removed, I could only say 
that Justin died somewhere between 
146 and 161, with a preference for an 
earlier rather than a later year. | 

1 The quantity that has been written 
upon Justin during three centuries is 
truly marvellous; but critics have so 
frequently been content to dilute the 
thoughts of their predecessors, that the 
following list will indicate where nearly 
everything of chronological importance 
is to be found:—Baronio, Papebroche, 
Valois, Petau, Pearson, Tillemont, 
Grabe, Pagi, Prudentius Maranus, Lum- 
per, Neander, Clinton, Semisch, Otto. 
‘The two last mentioned learned ra- 
ther than able critics represent what 
may be called the received chronology 
in its most complete and elaborate 
form. 

2 (Volkmar (pp. 464—466) finds in 


0. 16 (od yap étouclay Exere abréxepes 
yerécOar hudy 8:2 rods vbr érxparoly 
ras) an intimation that more than one 
were ruling, i.e, that M. Aurelius was 
already admitted to power (which event 
took place in 147). But (1) the phrase. 
is too general to prove anything as to 
the number; and (2) Justin is contrast- 
ing with Pontius Pilate the rulers of hus 
own day (not merely those of that par- 
ticular moment), doubtless thinking 
chiefly of Hadrian, whoee especial policy 
it was to favour the Christians at the 
expense of the Jews. Another resultless 
argument, from. 1, founded on igno- 
rance of the meaning of »ly and forget- 
fulness of a parallel passage in Ap. i. 
31, need not be discussed ; especially as 
it rests partly on an absolutely irrelevant 
reference borrowed without verification 
from Niebuhr. ] 

3 Kal rods dwd rOv ZruxGy 82 8oy- 
pdrwv... pemonoda cal repoveloOas of- 
Sauer’ ‘Hpdxderrov pdv, ws wpodpnpes, 
kat Movodsoy 8@ é rots xa’ huas xal 
&ddous of8aner. Otto’s suggested emenda- 
tjons, év rots rpd hudy or ey rots rpoye- 
vyevnuévos, are quite gratuitous, and 
involve the treatment of xal....3é as 
if it were 8é: probably «i» should be 
read for pnéy. 
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therefore indubitably have been written first, according to the 
prevalent modern view’, in spite of the titles contained in the 
MSS. Some have held the one to be a continuation of the 
other?: much may be said on both sides of this question; but 
at least the words used are hardly compatible with any long 
interval of time. 

The shorter or, a8 we may now call it, second Apology is said 
in the MSS. to have been addressed to the Roman senate ;—a 
view which has probably been suggested by the words d ‘Pepaio 
in the opening sentence: but the contents shew that it was 
really addressed to the emperor with a colleague or colleagues. 
Once he is spoken of in the singular (9 pe» BiBrididy cor rq adroKpa- 

tops avadédaxe....Kal ouvexdpnoas rovro, c. 2) in reference to a 
late transaction; while at other times (cc. 3, 14, 15) the plural 
number is used in connexion with terms applicable only to 
imperial personages (Saciixdy 8 ay xat rovro épyow ety....Kat tpas ov 
Gfiovpern ioypawavras td dpiv Soxovy® mpoGeivas rourt 1rd BcBrjidiov.... | 
‘Edy 8€ ipeis mpoypaynre). The Apology opens with a complaint 
of the cruelty of one Urbicus at Rome, before whom a man 
named Ptolemzeus had been denounced as a Christian: but 


1 Which is also that of Eusebius, 
except in one passage (H. £. iv. 17). ‘O 
8’ adrés dynp wpd Tot Kar’ abrév dyGvos 
érépww wpd abrod paprupynodyrww dy ry 
arporépg atrod pwnpovetes drodoyla. A 
slip of memory may reasonably be sup- 
posed, as in iv. 11, hereafter noticed. 
Nicephorus (#. E£. iii. 33) has merely 
‘O 3° adrés kal Grow xpd atrof pynpo- 
yeter papripuy éy ri Kat’ abrov dwodoyla 
{as also in ii. 14 he omite mporépg given 
by Eusebius, ii. 13). The vulgar read- 
ing is supported by Rufinus (in primo 
defensionis suce libro) and by the Syriac 
version of Books 1—v. of Eusebius pre- 
served in the British Museum (Add. 

. MSS. 14639). Dr Tregelles has kindly 
ascertained for me the reading of this 
MS., assigned by Mr Cureton (Corp. 
Ign. p. 350) to the 6th century, in this 
and two other places. 

3 One curious fact in support of this 
theory of Grabe, lately revived by Boll, 
is the manner in which Justin’s ‘‘ Apo- 


logy” is sometimes spoken of, as if he 
had written only one: of course the 
division into two works must have taken 
place at a very early period. 

[Volkmar (pp. 452—464) may now 
be considered to have established this 
theory by giving prominence to Grabe’s 
original idea of the so-called shorter 
Apology as a postscript or appendix to 
the already complete longer Apology. 
He adds an important confirmation from 
the fact that whereas Justin in his Dia- 
logue confessedly refers to but one Apo- 
logy, he yet (c. 120) distinctly alludes 
to a statement in Ap. ii. 15. It will be 
observed that the arguments in the text, 
though worded on the assumption that 
the two writings are distinct, acquire 
new force if we suppose the one to be 
an appendix to the other. ] 

8 Compare Lamprid. Comm. 13. 
‘‘Ipse Commodus in subscribendo tar- 
dus et negligens, ita ut libellis una 
forma multis subscriberet.” 
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unfortunately every attempt to fix the chronology by identifying . 
Urbicus with contemporaries of the same name has rested on 

precarious evidence; and even his office has been rather assumed: 
than proved to have been that of prefect of the city!. We now 

come to the important passage, on which the determination of 

the date of this Apology must ultimately depend. When Ptole- 

meeus was being led to execution, says Justin, a certain Christian 

bystander named Lucius remonstrated with Urbicus, using the 

following among other language. Ov mpérovra EvoeBet abronpdron 

otd€ Tt procdpoft xaicapos matdt ov8e [17] lepa SvyxAnrp xpives, 3 ObpBire. 

I have given the words as they stand in all the MSS.? of Euse- 

bius except three (H. E. iv. 17), in Rufinus*, and in Nicephorus 


1 There are three pieces of evidence. 
(1) “ Britannos par Lollium Urbicum 
legatum vicit [Ant. Pius].” (Capit. Ant. 
P. 5). (2) ‘*APOLLINI Q. LOLLIVS 
PRASF. VRB.” Inacr. ap. Gruter. p. 38, 
n. 13. ‘Ut, cum Lollius Urbicus V. 
C. verum videri...pronuntiasset,...jura- 
verit vecordissimus iste tamen illud 
testamentum fictum esse, adeo ut segre 
Lollius Urbicus ab ejus pernicie tempe- 
rarit.—...quod jam, ut dixi, mentiens 
apud prefectum urbi in amplissima 
caussa convictus est” (Apul. De Mag. 
2, 3). Where the same person is cer- 
tainly meant throughout. The reign is 
shewn to be that of Ant. Pius by the 
phrase Imperatoris Pw (c. 85) contrasted 
with the thrice repeated Divus Hadria- 
nus (c. 11).—Semisch (in Stud. u. Krit. 
for 1835, p. 917), giving no reference, 
coolly attributes to Apuleius the words 
Dwus Pius/—The natural conclusion 
is that Q. Lollius Urbicus was legatus 
August to Ant. Pius in Britain (in 139; 
see Clinton, F. 2#. i. 128); that he was 
prefectus urbi, and that under Ant. 
Pius. There is certainly a fair proba- 
bility that he is the Urbicus of Justin, 
but that is all. Nor have we a right 
to assume that he cannot have been 
prefectus urbi likewise under M. Aure- 
lius. Compare the exactly inverse case 
of Rusticus discussed at a subsequent 
page. [A new light is thrown on this 


matter by an unpublished inscription at 
Constantine communicated by Momn- 
sen to Volkmar (pp. 450, 451), begin- 
ning thus: Q. Lollio P.(%) fil. Quir. 
Urbico, cos., leg. Aug. provinc, Germ. 
inferioris, fetiali, legato imp. Hadriam 
in expeditione Judaica, qua donatus ex 
hasta pura corona aurea: from which 
Mommsen compiles the following sum- 
mary biography: ‘‘Q. Lollius Urbicus 
took part in Hadrian’s war against Bar 
Kocheba (c. 132—135), was then con- 
sul, then consular of Lower Germany at 
the end of Hadrian’s reign (+138) and 
in the beginning of Pius’s reign, then 
legate of Britain in 139 or 140, as 
Eckhel (vii. 14) shews ; and after (proba- 
bly shortly after) this office prefect of 
the city.”—That is, says Volkmar, from 
141 onwards, He adds very fairly that 
a man old enough to hold a high mili- 
tary command not later than 135, to be 
consul and consular before 139, and 
probably to reach the supreme dignity 
of city prefect in 141, is not likely to 
have been alive to exercise the same 
office after 161.—Yet Fronto (p. 304 
Mai. ed, 1823), seemingly writing under 
M. Aurelius, speaks of a cage lately tried 
by a Lollius Urbicus. ] 

3 Likewise the Syriac version. 

3 «Non sunt hec digna pio impera- 
tore, nec sapientissimo puero filio ejus 
&o.” 
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ili. 33). Who are the two persons here mentioned? Ex- 
for some strong ulterior reason no one could possibly doubt 
ious emperor to be Antoninus Pius. But then who is the 
sopher son of a Ceesar? Not Marcus Aurelius!, for his 
r Annius Verus the preetor was not a Cesar. Lucius 
$ is the only other possible claimant of the title, and his 

is generally allowed. There are however two difficulties, 
is separately and still more serious when taken together :— 
that no mention is hereby made of M. Aurelius, himself a 
r and emphatically known as the Philosopher: second, that 


rus neither was? nor was ever called® a philosopher. 


Volkmar (pp. 418—420) boldly 
this alternative, taking xaloapos 
nm Antoninus Pius himself, M. 
iss adoptive father. The diffi- 
are twofold. (1) The omission 
Verus. He is omitted, argues 
ic, in the longer Apology. Nay, 
mitted there by no one except 
Volkmar: and he has no right 
al to his own rash conjectures as 
ties. We surely should expect 
M. Aurelius’s adoptive brother 
xed by his side. But a far more 
difficulty is (2) the unfitness of 
e for M. Aurelius, It is unfit 
f, for the right word would be 
laapos but ZeBacrod, as Momm- 
nself intimates (p. 245); and, 
g that Kaicap is sometimes used 
dy for the reigning emperor, it 
r so used where there is the least 
of its being supposed to have 
ilar and usual meaning. Titles 
ves are not likely to be misused, 
they may easily occur in a wrong 
But again, grhocopy Kalcapos 
1 this particular place is feeble 
gid to the last degree. What 
» force can there be in the word 
os in such an appeal? Above 
w exquisitely absurd to call the 
‘‘Ceesar’s son,” when the natural 
vious thing was to call himself 
,” that being his title in his 
ht! See his coins from 147 on- 
Aurelius Cesar Aug. Pu f., in 


The 


Clinton (F. R. i. 134, sqq.) from Eck- 
hel. Surely old Valois’s emendation is 
far easier than these perverse ingenui- 
ties. ] 

3 The following amusing account of 
him by Capitolinus (Ver. Imp. 2) justi- 
fies this statement. ‘‘ Audivit Scauri- 
num grammaticum Latinum Scauri 
filium, qui grammaticus Hadriani fuit ; 
Grecos Telephum, Hephzetionem, Har- 
pocrationem; rhetores Apollonium, 
Celerem Caninium, Herodem Atticum, 
Latinum Cornelium Frontonem ; philo- 
sophos Apollonium et Sextum. Hos 
omnes amavit unice atque ab his invi- 
cem dilectus est ; nec tamen ingeniosus 
ad literas. Amavit autem in pueritia 
versus facere, post orationes: et melior 
quidem orator fuisse dicitur quam poeta, 
imo, ut verius dicam, pejor poeta quam 
rhetor. Nec desunt qui dicant eum 
fuisse adjutum ingenio amicorum, atque 
ab aliis ei illa ipsa qualiacunque sunt 
scripta; siquidem multos disertos et 
eruditos semper secum habuisse dicitur.” 
The vague phrase in Ap. i. 1, épdory 
wadelas, unnoticed in the lexicons, 
seems to mean nothing more than ‘‘a 
votary”—perhaps half ironically ‘“‘ama- 
teur”—‘‘of literature,” which agrees 
well enough with the description of 
Capitolinus: compare Achilles Tatius’s 
account of a somewhat similar character 
(viii. g): xal rol ye véos dy ouveyévero 
wodAots aldolos dySpdo1, xal rh» Wpay 
dxacay els roUro Sedaravhxes’ cepréryta 
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second difficulty will cease to exist if we accept the reading 
¢Aogdgou on the inferior authority of the MSS. of Justin, and the 
Fuketian and Savilian MSS. (D. F.) of Eusebius: at least, weak 
and worthless as Alius Verus was, he had a better right to be 
described as a ‘philosopher’ than his equally dissolute son}. But 
the omission of M. Aurelius’s name is a difficulty not so easily 
removed, and has driven nearly all critics to the desperate 
resource of supposing him to be the Pious Emperor mentioned 
first. How far other reasons have led to this result, affecting 
the whole chronology of Justin as well as the interpretation of 
a single passage, will appear presently. This supposition appears 


to me utterly monstrous. 


3é8paxe, Kal cwhpocivny vtwrexplvaro, 
watselas mporcwoovpevos EpGy x.7T.X. 
Pagi (Crit. in Bar. i. 157) gravely says 
that he was called a philosopher ‘non 
eruditionis ejus ratione sed propter aus- 
teriorem vivendi formam.” The “aus- 
terity” of L. Verus would be a good 
subject for the ingenuity of an aspiring 
critic. 

3 The dedication to the First Apo- 
logy is only an apparent exception, for 
girocogov is certainly the true reading 
there, as given by the MSS. of Euse- 
bius marked A, E. G. H. I. K. by Dr 
Burton, by the MSS. of Rufinus (ac- 
cording to Valois), and by Nicephorus. 
. See Neander, Ch. Hist. Vol. 11. p. 414 
note, Bohn’s ed. No argument can 
fairly be drawn from the dedication of 
Athenagoras’s later memorial Avroxpd- 
Topo, Mdpxw Adpyrly ’Avrwrivy, Kat 
Aouxly AvpnrAly Kopddy, *Appnnaxois, 
Zapparixois, ro 5 wéyirrov, Pirocdpars, 
as the plural shews the promiscuous use 
of the epithets (Neander, p. 417). 

1 “Fuit hic vitee letissime, eruditus 
in literis, Hadriano (ut malevoli loquun- 
tur) acceptior forma quam moribus. 
In aula diu non fuit, in vita privata 
etsi minus probabilis minus tamen re- 
prehendendus ac memor familie sum, 
comptus, decorus, pulchritudinis regie, 
oris venerandi, eloquentiz# celsioria, 
versu facilis, in republica etiam non 


The evidence adduced to shew that 


inutilis.” Spartian. 4. Ver. 5. The 
insinuation “orationem pulcherrimam, 
quzeque hodie legitur, sive per se sive 
per scrinioruin aut dicendi magistros 
parasset” (c. 4), and the general state- 
ment ‘Nihil habet in sua vita memo- 
rabile nisi quod primo [or primus] tan- 
tum Cesar est appellatus” (c. 2. Casau- 
bon’s reading) will hardly affect the 
question. [This application of the epi- 
thet ‘‘philosopher” to Alius Verus is 
the only difficulty which Mommsen (p. 
247) finds in the precisely parallel clause 
of Ap. i. 1; and its rejection is the 
principal if not the only root of Volk- 
mar’s mistakes. A difficulty it certainly 
is; but we must remember that in Ap. 
i, I either Atl, or L. Verus must be 
recognised as a ‘‘ philosopher,” unless 
we adopt Volkmar’s desperate remedy 
of cutting away the clause altogether. 
After all Mommsen himself (1. c.) says 
that the epithet belongs in a formal 
address with about as much right or 
wrong to L. Verus as to M. Aurelius ;— 
may we not add more emphatically,—to 
él. Verus as to L. Verus? It was no 
very gross flattery to apply a word, 
which at this period was of singular 
flexibility, to an accomplished though 
weak and luxurious man of letters, 
when death, and the years that had 
elapsed since death, had softened the 
more repulsive features of his image. ] 


ee ee 
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Aurelius was ever called Pius in his own lifetime is very 
ty and suspicious'. But, supposing it were much fuller and 
> certain, these plain facts would still remain beyond dis- 
, that he was not habitually known by that name, that his 
ecessor (to whom it would be moreover both natural and 
onant to the usage of other Apologies to allude in this place 
under the reign of M. Aurelius) was invariably known by 
id finally that he was habitually known as the Philosopher ;— 
le which is here withheld from the Emperor, and yet be- 
ed on either #lius or Lucius Verus! The dilemma is un- 
tionably an awkward one; but, if a choice of horns must 
s be made, it seems to me less difficult to suppose that for 
» unknown reason the name of M. Aurelius was altogether 
ted. There is however another resource, though, strange to 
it has met with little favour. According to Valois®, the 
»x Mazarinzeus (C.), one of the best MSS. of Eusebius, reads 
pbsrAoodd@ cat Kaicapos radi. Probably this is only another way 
xpressing the sense of the common text: but it may bea 
ge of an older and fuller reading. At all events it suggested 
alois the following happy restoration of the passage®: ov 
wra EvoeBet avroxpdrops ov8e girocdpp [xaicap: ov8€ dirocddpov] 


Few will dispute Eckhel’s author- 
_this matter. The following are 
rds (Doct. Num. Vet. vii. 74). “In 
omen” [Prvs] ‘‘ Aurelio per adop- 
a Antonini Pii jus quidem fuit, 
1am tamen illud in ejus_ vivi 
mentis legitur, at in ejus conse- 
1umis occurrit constanter, ut vidi- 
forte quoniam jam antea uxorem 
ie mortuam Pram appellari voluit, 
fra in numis Dive Faustine doce- 
. Etiam Severus se vocat Divi 
a Filium. Vide hujus numos ad 
no V. C. 948. Parum igitur pros- 
adseruit Pagius (Crit. Baron. ad 
vhr. 162. § 3) M. Aurelium passim 
fuisse nuncupatum, atque istud 
3 Viris eruditissimis non fuisse ob- 
ium. Unicum mihi usque modo 
ylum occurrit ex marmore Afri- 
(Mus. Veron. p. 458. 7): Pro 
rs. Imp. M. AnTonINI. Ava. Prt. 
tORVMQVE. Ervs. Hic M. Anto- 


ninus alius esse non potest ab Aurelio 
nostro; nam qui eadem nomina tule- 
runt, Caracalla et Elagabalus, liberis 
caruere. Fuere nomina queedam honori- 
fica, que apud Romanos nonnisi post 
excessum tribui sunt solita, aut, ut 
planius loquar, fuere decreta. Drusus 
senior post mortem Germanicus dici 
cepit. Caracallam soli consecrationis 
numi Magnum appellant, vivum nun- 
quam.” [Volkmar (p. 445) truly remarks 
that, when Themistius (Or. xv. p. 191 
Hard.) refers the incident of the Thun- 
dering Legion to ‘‘ Antoninus Pius,” 
it is not by an unusual application of 
the name, but by a mistake about the 
person. ] 

2 It is fair to mention that Dr Bur- 
ton’s collator does not notice the varia- 
tion. 

3 [From whatever cause, there is no 
allusion to this emendation in the 112 
pages of Volkmar’s articles. } 
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xaicapos waidi, x.r.A. The words enclosed in brackets, supplyingg. 
the missing allusion to M. Aurelius, may easily have dropped 
leaving no trace of their existence except in the confusion of 
groadpov and ¢irocdpy. Nor is there anything in the state 
the text which makes the loss improbable. 
MSS. of Justin, written the one in 1364 and the other early ia }. 
the 15th century, both full of corruptions, especially such as}, 
arise from similarity of ending. The earliest described Greek-4, 
MS. of Eusebius is of the 10th century, and his text had appa- 
rently degenerated even in Rufinus’s time. 
no difficulty in supposing that he himself used an impure MS, 4 
of Justin; assuredly the New Testament was not the only book } 
that suffered injury at the hands of the scribes of the 3rd cen- 
tury. There is therefore no rashness in adopting a conjecture 
which justifies all the existing diversities of reading, and removes 
otherwise insuperable difficulties of interpretation. 
in the sentence tells with full force, when we hear Lucius con- 
demning conduct unworthy of a Pious Emperor, or a Philosopher 
Ceesar, or the son of a Philosopher Ceesar. And this view is 
confirmed by the concluding prayer of the Apology, that those 
whom Justin is addressing may even for their own sakes give 
such righteous judgement as piety and philosophy demand (déius 
The discussion of this one passage has 
occupied much space: but it was of the utmost importance to 
shew that internal evidence requires us to place Justin’s second 


evoeBeias Kat didocodias). 
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We possess but twe 


But indeed there ia 


Every word 


no less than his first Apology in the reign of Antoninus Pius. 
The first Apology has likewise difficulties of its own. It 
opens thus: Adroxparop: Tirp AiNip ‘Adptavg ‘Avravivm EioeBei! ¢ SeBacrg 


1 [Volkmar (p. 245) shews, on 
Mommsen’s authority, that the uni- 
versal order on coins and inscriptions is 
*Avrwvivos LeBacrds EvceBy}s, and would 
therefore here invert the two last titles, 
assuming that a scribe corrupted the 

. passage, wishing, after M. Aurelius’s 
death, to distinguish between him (“An- 
toninus Verus’) and Antoninus Pius, The 
matter is not worth fighting about; but 
it seems to me pedantic to apply too 
rigorously the laws of the “‘curial style” 
of coins and inscriptions (especially in 
regard to the mere order of words) to 


the free address of a Samaritan, not 
separated as an external heading, but 
forming an integral part of a gram- 
matical sentence. If an emendation is 
necessary, I would rather recall the fact 
that in Eusebius Kaicap: likewise stands 
before ZeBacrG; suppose that DeBaorg 
itself is the word misplaced, and that 
its dative termination is owing to its 
misplacement ; lastly, insert it before 
vi@ (where it is wanted), and read the 
whole of the first two clauses thus: 
Avroxpdropt Tire AlNly ’Adpiaxg ’ Avru- 
vy EiceBe xal Kalcape Ovnpiocoluy 
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xait Oinpidcipg vig? dadroadpp® xal Aovalp fT proadpov T 
hice vig xal EtceBovs elowoujry, parry wasdeias, lepa re ovy- 

| mavri dijp@ ‘Popttor, «1.4. No one doubts who are the 
here intended: they are Antoninus Pius, M. Aurelius, 

Yerus, as in the shorter Apology. The question whether 

s is described as himself a philosopher, or as the son of a 

her, recurs once more, but is easily answered here, In 

_ to the presumptions already alleged in behalf of the 
fF the father #lius Verus, we have at least three distinct 
arising out of the passage itself. First, the reading 
w has the authority of Rufinus‘ and Nicephorus (iii. 26), 
six MSS. (A. E. G. H. I. K.) of Eusebius (iv. 12)5, Second- 
eading ¢ivocdpp destroys the obvious antithesis, “son of a 
»her Ceesar by birth, and of a Pious Ceesar by adoption®.” 


ug drocbdgy. If Ovnprooipyp 
between ZeBacrod and vig 
play on the words may make 
ion allowable, even if other- 
g), we might better still retain 
of Eusebius, merely trans- 
t and changing -@ into -oi. 
certainly nothing wrong in 
LeBaor@ for the reigning em- 
> Boeckh, Corp. Inscr. 339, 


mmsen (p. 244) objects to the 
laor@ Kaloape (correctly re- 
Eusebius), as also to Kalcape 
id of the reigning emperor's 
ad of the beginning; and 
htly) follow Sylburg in placing 

Kalcapt. He gives Boeckh, 
’. 348 as an authority for 
al omission of Kaloap: from 
ig emperor's titles, though he 
, 245) that Justin must have 
ignorant to make it the first 
ice’s titles. Be it so; yet his 
3 intelligible enough ;—to dis- 
roadly the adroxpdrwp and the 


nmsen (p. 245 8. f.) complains 
nding thus alone. The diffi- 
ld vanish by the adoption of 


Z proposed p.162, noter. But 
nts such difficulties as these 


neither invalidate the genuineness of 
the address nor change the chronological 
data. ] 

3 [Mommseen (pp. 245, 247) remarks 
(after Casaubon and Saumaise on Capit. 
M. Aur.1) that Pirocépy never occurs 
among M. Aurelius’s official titles. 
Doubtless; but he does not deny that 
it was the first epithet that would rise 
to the lips of any one in Rome in think- 
ing of the young prince. Could we 
desire a better token to remind us that 
an Apology is not a coin or a votive 
tablet ?] 

* Beatus Rhenanus’s edition of 1535 
(I have not seen that of Cacciari) reads 
‘*IMPERATORI AULIO ADRIANO ANTONINO 
Pio, Cesari Augusto, et verissimo phi- 
Iggopho: et Lucio philosopho Ceesaris 
proprio filio, ac Pii adoptivo, amatori 
sapientie, &c.” But Valois says: “‘ Ru- 
fini codices manuscripti hunc locum ita 
exhibent: e¢ Lucio philosophi Casaris 
proprio filto.” 

5 Instead of xal Aouvxly gtrocddou 
Kaloapos pice vig xal EdoeBois elc- 
wanry, épaocrG wadelas, lepg Te ovyKAt- 
Tw the Syriac has only cal Aouxly Kal- 
gapos vig, at wdoy [or wdoy Te] ovy- 
KAHTYy. 

6 Not to speak of the absurdity of 
opposing a ‘‘Cesar” to a “pious” 
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Thirdly, if we read girocdde, the description of L. Verus’s pem 
sonal merits is interrupted in the midst by his genealogy}. 

The preceding words have likewise been seized on for chro 
nological purposes. According to either of the two readings 
supported by MS. authority, the title Kaicap: is applied to Ante 
ninus Pius but not to M. Aurelius: whence it is inferred that the 
Apology was presented before the Ceesarship had been conferred 
on M. Aurelius, that is, before the year 140 at latest. Supposing 
the text to be sound, the argument is sufficiently good, and 


would require considerable evidence on the other side to rebut : 


it. There is however some reason to doubt whether we have 
here any clue to the date at all. Instead of S«Baorgd Kaicaps xai 
the MSS.? of Eusebius (followed by Rufinus and Nicephorus) read 


man, or of ignoring the Cesarship of 
M. Aurelius while that of 45. Verus is 
proclaimed. 

1 [Volkmar (pp. 253—263), appa- 
rently with the consent of Mommsen 
(p. 262), pronounces the whole clause 
cat Aouxly—madelas to be spurious. 
Elsewhere he cannot understand why 
L. Verus, a private person, should be 
mentioned at all. To which let Momm- 
sen answer (p. 247). ‘That the (sub- 
sequently so called) L. Verus is here 
introduced [mit genannt] during the 
reign of Pius, in which he was a private 
person, cannot appear strange. In like 
manner we find an inscription of Thes- 
salonica (Corp. Insc. Gr. 1268 [read 
1968]) erected to Pius and his children, 
M. Aurelius, Faustina, and L. Com- 
modus, that is to say, our Lucius.” 
Here, however, Volkmar first proves 
satisfactorily diplomatisch, grammatisch, 
und logisch that ¢idocddov must be the 
true reading, and then declaims for some 
pages against the possibility of Atlius 
Verus being ever called a philosopher. 
On this point I can only refer back 
to p. 160, n. 1. How then came the 
clause into existence? A scribe, says 
Volkmar (p. 261), seeing allusions (in 
Cc. 2) to didécogor and épacral radelas, 
and knowing that M. Aurelius’s adop- 
tive brother L. Verus was in youth 


studiosus literarum, thought that he 
ought to appear in the address by M. 
Aurelius’s side. He introduced him 
rightly as Ant. Pius’s adopted son: but 
how came he to call him M. Aurelius’s 
own (pice) vids} Here Volkmar be- 
thought him of an interpretation of the 
seemingly contradictory Hist. Aug. sug: 
gested by Niebuhr (Lect. on Rom. His. 
ii.277), that L. Verus after being adopted 
by Ant. Pius was again adopted by his 
own adoptive brother M. Aurelius: 
gucet is rather in the way; but then, 
says or said V., the scribe guessed that 
L. Verus must have been own son to 
M. Aurelius, as he was not likely to 
know about the double adoption! This 
notable theory, however, seems to have 
been shelved on the arrival of Momm- 
sen’s letter, suggesting rather more ra- 
tionally that the scribe confounded Com- 
modus, the real son of M. Aurelius, 
with L. Verus, and so gave the latter 
a wrong father. And all these ingenui- 
ties are invented, because forsooth it ise 
so hard to believe that Atlius Verus 
nine or ten years after his death was 
mentioned in an antithetical compli. 
mentary address to his son with a title 
habitually bestowed on Cresceng and 
Peregrinus Proteus. ] 
3 Likewise the Syriac version. 


an of 
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% 2eBaor@ nai; shewing that we must not trust too much to 
mmaculateness of the text. Sylburg and others would 
ZeBaorp xa Kaicaps1. Others again would insert a second 
u, Treading ZeBacr@ Kalcap: nal Kaicap. It would be rash 
‘to accept or reject positively any one of these readings?, 
matter must be left uncertain, the traditional text having 
kind of presumption in its favour, until overthrown by 
endent testimony. 

o the other hand the phrase épdory sa:deiae is foolishly un- 
ing as applied to a boy of ten, which was L. Verus’s age 
2 end of 140; and every added year makes it more intelli- 


10ther passage reads as follows (Ap. i. 46): “Iva 3¢ py reves 
raivorres, els arorpom}y ray dedidayperor id’ judy, clrwot mpd éray 
mevrnkoota yeyevyncba roy Xptordov Aéyey yuas emi Kupyviov, x.4.A. 
is no necessary improbability in the common (not univer- 
iew that the date here given is expressed in round numbers. 
t must at least be worth while to determine, if possible, 
would be its precise value taken strictly. There can be 
Joubt that Justin followed the ordinary Roman (if not also 
ndrine*) computation, which placed the Crucifixion in the 


late of the two Gemini, or the 15th year of Tiberius, that 


. 294, 


misch (Justin der Martyrer, i. 
Breslau, 1840), commenting on 
3 supposition that xal had fallen 
| been reinserted in the wrong 
alls it ‘‘wonderful that the in- 
of ...xat has been so extended 
versally admitted, that in none 
existing MS. copies of Justin 
ace be found either of the sup- 
mission of xal, or of the pre- 
genuine and original reading.” 
auch more wonderful that a 
critic, acquainted with the true 

date, and character of ‘the 

MS. copies of Justin,” (see 

should have the assurance to 
ch a sentence! [For other rea- 
uiring the transposition of xal, 
imsen’s views in p. 163, note 1. ] 
his is too strongly put: xal Kat- 


There is almost as little doubt that he adopted the 


capt ZeBacrot now appears to me most 
probable. See p. 161, note 1.] 

3 See Mr Henry Browne's Ordo 
Seclorum, p. 77. 

* The chain of patristic authorities 
for this year are fully examined by Mr 
Browne, pp. 73—80. That Justin fol- 
lowed this computation is further ren- 
dered probable by the fact that he twice 
(Ap. i. 35, 48) appeals to the Acta Pr- 
lati. Now these Acts, whether genuine 
or spurious, certainly fixed as the day 
of the Crucifixion the 25th of March 
(S. Epiph. Pan. i. 420 Col.; PsChrys. 
Hom, Pasch, vii. t. viii. p. 968. ed. 
1836, quoted by Pearson, Ann. Paul. 
i. 343 Churt.), which was the day 
appropriated by at least Tertullian 
(Adv. Jud. 8, most circumstantially), 
St Hippolytus (Can. Pasch. i. 38 Fabr.), 
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then current belief!, which, gave to our Lord’s ministry a dura- 
tion of a little more than a year?, He certainly believed about 
thirty years to have elapsed between the Nativity and the Bap- 
tism®, From these data it would follow that the first Apology 
must have been presented in 148, if the language were to be 
strictly construed‘, 

Lastly, Justin alludes to a famous contemporary in these 
terms (Ap. i. 26): Mapxiwva 8¢ ria Hovridy, bs cal viv ere dori 
8sddaKxwy rots meBoudvous GdXov rivd vouiferr pei{ova rov Snusoupyod Gedy, 
bs xara way yévos avOpwrwv bia Tis trav Batpdveor aovdrAANYews swodXods 
weroinxe B\aodnulas Afyew, «1A. It cannot then be doubted that 
Marcion had been teaching his peculiar doctrines some years. 
We are thus driven to inquire into Marcion’s date, as an element 
which cannot be ignored in determining that of Justin. Now 
Marcion’s name is so closely connected with that of several 
Roman bishops, that, if the chronology of their succession were 
clearly ascertained, the birth-year of his heresy could be easily 
inferred. Unfortunately however the several Greek, Latin, and 
other catalogues of bishops differ so widely from each other, 
and are so corrupt in text, that, for the present at least, the 


Lactantius (Inst. iv. 10, according to 
some MSS.) and St Augustine (De civ. 
Dei, xviii. 54), who likewise adhered to 
the above mentioned year (Browne, l.c.). 
Indeed a comparison of this passage of 
Tertullian with another (Apol. 6), in 
which he apparently refers to the Acts 
of Pilate, might lead to a suspicion that 
he drew his knowledge of year and day 
alike from that source. Mr Browne (pp. 
78, 80) speaks as if Epiphanius reported 
both year and day to be given in the 
Acts ; but I can find no trace of the year. 

1 Possibly the same may be inferred 
from the words which follow, 5¢8:8a- 
Xévar ed dhapev SSdiac abrév Borepov 
xpbvois €wl Tlovrlov Werdrov. No- 
thing can be more arbitrary than the 
attempts to alter this passage because 
Vorepov xpévors is a rather unusual phrase, 
Compare Plutarch, Quest. Rom. 273 B. 
Urrepov 8¢ xpbvas abrhy reNevrodcay TF 
wore Thy ovolay dmrondurely, 

3 Mr Browne (pp. 80—92) has shewn 
that this view is asserted explicitly by 


St Clement, Origen, and Archelaus, and 
implicitly by Tertullian, Julius Africa- 
nus, St Hippolytus, Lactantius, Pseudo- 
Cyprian, and St Augustine; Meliton 
forming the earliest exception and that 
a doubtful one. 

® Kal rpcdxovra trn ¥ wrelova Ff xal 
&docova pelvas, uexpls oS wpoedfrvbe 
"Iwdvyns xiipvt abrod ris wapovolas xal 
rhv rob Bawrloparos 3dr rpordw. Dial. 
88. 

4 Clinton (F. R. i. 139, 141) says, 
‘Justin probably placed the Nativity 
30 years current—rpidcovra fry ff 
mwrelova 4 étdocova, Dial. c. Tryph. c. 
88—before the 1rsth of Tiberius; and the 
10 years would end in strict computes 
tion in A.D. 149.” But it is too much 
to assume that Justin would omit the 
15th of Tiberius in making a summation 
of years, merely because he could speak 
of the Baptism and also of the Passion 
as taking place in it; though a similar 
inadvertence has been committed by St 
Clement. 
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investigation must stop here!. But I wish to protest most 
strongly against all attempts, from whatever quarter, to make 
any interpretation of any of these catalogues the canon by 
which the chronology of the second century is to be determined. 
If they were far purer and more consistent than they are, still 
recourse must first be had to the incidental allusions scattered 
here and there in contemporaneous and subcontemporaneous 
Christian literature. The Catalogues may be of inestimable 
yalue when rightly used: they cannot be allowed to override 
less articulate but also less suspicious evidence. 

The results obtained thus far from the words of Justin him- 
self may be briefly summed up as follows. The two Apologies 
were both certainly written in the reign of Antoninus Pius, that 
is, between July 138 and March 161; probably within a very 
short time of each other; perhaps forming only one work. 
The first Apology was written possibly before M. Aurelius was 
nominated Ceesar, that is, before 140. On the other hand, a 
numerical statement, if taken strictly, indicates the year 148: 
and L. Verus, who was but 74 years old at Antoninus’s succes- 
sion, must have reached the beginning of manhood. The limit 
fixed by the allusion to Marcion remains for consideration at a 


future time. 


We must now proceed to other evidence. 


In the later Apology? Justin declared his expectation of 


1 Chev. Bunsen (Hippolytus and his 
age, i. 425, 456, ed, 2) promises a col- 
lation of ‘‘the most authentic text of 
the Liber Pontijicalis from the Neapo- 
litan MS. discovered by Pertz,” and 
(apparently) other ‘“‘new documents” 
relating to these matters. All the pa- 
tristic references bearing on Marcion’s 
date, which are independent of the 
Roman episcopates, involve peculiar dif- 
ficulties that appear insoluble without 
some sure external standard. Both they 
and the Roman episcopal chronology 
are more likely to receive light from in- 
vestigations into Justin’s date than vice 
versa. [Volkmar’s attempt (pp. 270— 
283) to perform this inverse process is 
not happy. He does not even appear 
to see what are the elements of the 


problem. | 


2 In c. 3 of Prud. Maranus and 
Otto. These editors have groundlessly 
transposed the chapter from its place 
in the MSS. after c. 8, on the strength 
partly of an imaginary compulsion in 
Eusebius’s words (Tovros 6 ’Iovorivos 
elxdtws Kal dxodovOws ds wrpoeuynovet- 
capev atrod mwas éwdye Aéywv), and 
partly of the context. In reality it in- 
terrupts the connexion of cc. 2 and 4, 
and on the other hand closely coheres 
with c. 8; the opening words, Kayw 
ov wpocdoK® bd Twos TY wropacuevwn 
émiBoudevOfvat, refer back not to the 
martyrdom of Lucius (c, 2) but to the 
ill-treatment of Heracleitus and Muso- 
nius (c. 8) ; Justin’s object being to shew 
that the spirit which now persecuted 
the Christians was the same that had 
persecuted the great philosophers of old 
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suffering death at the instigation either of some of those, whose 
cruelty had furnished the occasion of his complaint, or of the 
Cynic (miscalled) philosopher Crescens. That his worst fears 
were realised is proved by good and sufficient evidence, even if 
we reject the unquestionably early and simple-hearted Acts of his 
Martyrdom. There is likewise reason to suspect that Crescens 
was really the instigator of the deed. For his disciple Tatian, 
who is said to have left Rome soon after the event, describes 
him as having “plotted to effect Justin’s death, as also his own, 
because by preaching the truth he convicted the philosophers of 
being gluttonous impostors!.” The relations between Justin and 
Tatian must not be forgotten, as they supply an important ele- 
ment of the evidence by which the limits of our chronology are 
determined. 

From this time forwards for many years there is a lack of 
direct testimony. St Irenseus, Tertullian, St Hippolytus, and 
St Methodius mention Justin without a hint about the time when 
he lived?; and so we are led on to the seemingly copious ac- 
counts of Eusebius. His Chronicle (t. ii. pp. 287, 289, ed. 
Aucher) gives two dates: for the year of Abraham 2156, of An- 
toninus Pius 3 (not reckoning his year of accession), that is, A.D. 
1413, we have “ Justinus nostri dogmatis Philosophus librum sup- 


time. [Volkmar’s interposition (p. 427) 
of c. 3 after c. 10 is no less destructive 
to the sequence of thought. At the end 
of c. 10 Justin speaks of the common 
artisans who were enabled to despise 
death through Christ the power of the 
unutterable Father. ‘But we should 
not even be in their power to slay,’ (ovx 
ay Se ovde épovevdueda ovdé Suvarwrepor 
hiv jyoay x.7.d.) he goes on inc. II, 
‘were not death the common lot of all 
men.’ ] 

1 Qavdrov 5¢ 6 xaragppovay [Kploxns] 
ovrws atbrds éSedle. rov Odvarov, ws Kal 
"Iovorivoy, xaOdwep kal éud, ws xaxg Te 
Gavdrw weptBareiy mpayparetcacba, 
8idre Kynptrrow Thy addjnOeav Nxvous kal 
drareGvas rods pitocddous cuvhr\eyxe 
(Or. ad Grec. c. 19). The reading of 
the MSS. of Eusebius (H. £: iv. 16), 
Heyddw for xal éud ws, is improbable: 


ws for oJs, which the MSS. of Tatian 
read, is the necessary correction of Ges- 
ner and Pearson. 

2 8. Iren. Adv. her. iv. 6. § 2; v. 
26. § 2; Tert. Adv. Valent. 5; S. Hip- 
pol. Ref. Her. viii. 16; S. Method. ap 
Phot. Bibl. 298 a 37 Bek. Possibly 
Eusebius (H. £. iv. 8) means to say 
that he was likewise mentioned by Hege- 
sippus. Kar’ airdvy 8é@ xal *Iovorives 
yvhovs Tis dAnBots gidocodlas épacris 
ére re Tots wap’ “EAXAncw doxotmevos er 
SérpiBe Adyous. Dnpalya 8 xalavros 
tovrovi roy xpévov x.7.r. But I believe 
the true reading of the latter words is 
that of the excellent Venice MS. (H.), 
nal otros: and in that case xar’ atrdv 
must certainly refer, not to the autho- 
rity of Hegesippus, but to his time, 
xa’ bv éyvwplfero xpésvov. 


3 The greatest care is requisite in 
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plicationis proprise ob mandatum adhibuit!;” for 2168 of Abra- 
ham, 15 of Antoninus Pius, that is, a.p. 153, “Crescens Cynicus 
Philosophus agnoscebatur. Is Justino nostri dogmatis Philosopho 
mortem martyrii insidiatus est, quia apud ipsum helluo et Philo- 
sophisze expers apparebat?.” It is not clear whether or not this 
statement was intended to indicate the year of Justin’s death; if 
80, Eusebius is at variance with himself. The Ecclesiastical His- 
tory professes at the outset to give in full what had been briefly 


summed in the Chronicle®. 


interpreting these dates. Pontac’s years 
4.D. are always one too many, from his 
ignoring the fact that the Chronicle, 
counting years of emperors, does not 
include the year of accession. Vallarsi 
follows him. 

1 The notice stands thus in the Hie- 
ropymic version, under the year 142, 4 
(not reckoning the year of accession) 
of Antoninus Pius (so Scaliger and 
many MSS. of Pontac: Pontac himself, 
and Yallarsi have virtually 141): ‘‘Jus- 
tinus philosophus librum pro nostra re- 
ligione conscriptum Antonino reddidit.” 

* In the Hieronymic version, under 
the year 151, 13 of Antoninus Pius (so 
Scaliger, Pontac, and Vallarsi: other 
MSS. give 153, others 155): ‘‘ Crescens 
Cynicus agnoscitur: qui Justino nostri 
dogmatis philosopho, quia se gulosum 
et preevaricatorem philosophise coargue- 
bat, persecutionem suscitavit, in qua 
ille gloriose pro Christo sanguinem fu- 
dit.” It will be observed that the last 
clause, added by St Jerome, gives just 
the definiteness of meaning from which 
Eusebius had prudently abstained. An- 
other notable instance of the same pro- 
cess deserves mention in this place. 
Eusebius in his History (iv. 3) describes 
the apologists Quadratus and Aristeides 
without saying a word about the result 
of their application to Hadrian. In a 
later chapter (iv. 8) he tells us wholly on 
Justin’s authority of a memorial from 
Serennius Granianus asking advice how 
to treat the Christians, and a reply from 
Hadrian to his successor Minucius Fun- 
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In describing the events and persons 


danus giving much such cautiously mer- 
ciful injunctions as Pliny had before 
received from Trajan. In his Chronicle 
(according to the Armenian version) he 
naturally places the two circumstances 
together, as Justin gave him no date 
for the latter. St Jerome however by 
a slight change of wording (seemingly 
trivial enough) converts the two affairs 
into one, misunderstanding what Euse- 
bius meant by placing them together. 
In his Epistle to Magnus he goes a step 
further, and distinctly asserts that the 
Apologies of Quadratus and Aristeides 
stopped a most grievous persecution. 

This part of the Chronicle of Euse- 
bius requires, and would repay, a very 
thorough examination. Beyond a few 
verbal corrections, nothing has really 
been done for it except by Scaliger ; and 
he had no Armenian version to help him. 
An essay by Spittler, one of Heyne’s 
best coadjutors, in the Comm. Soc. Reg. 
Gétting. for 1757 (viii. 3967) may be 
consulted with advantage; as also a 
short essay by Mommeen in the Tratisac- 
tions of the Saxon Academy for 1850, 
pp. 669—693. Spittler refers largely to 
a dissertation by Hieronymus de Prato 
(Veron, 1750), which I have not seen. 
I cannot get rid of a suspicion that 
many of the notices of men and events 
were intended by Eusebius to be only 
approximately placed, and not to be 
fixed to definite years. The mistake, 
if it be one, was natural and easy for 
scribes and editors. 

3 "Hin perv ot kal wrpdbrepow & ols 
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worthy of note during Hadrian’s reign, Eusebius (iv. 8) introduces ‘ 
‘Hegesippus on the strength of his having noticed the games in 

honour of Antinous as instituted in his own time, and Justin on 

a similar ground as having represented the deification of Anti- 

nous and Jewish rebellion under Barchochebas as quite recent 

events. Proceeding a little further on (iv. 10) to the reign of 

Antoninus Pius, he notices certain heretics, Valentinus, Marcus, 

Cerdon, and his successor Marcion, fixing their date relatively to 

the Roman bishops by the evidence of St Irenzeus, and thence 

inferring their date relatively to the emperors by means of his 

own chronology of the bishops. He likewise observes that Hege- 

sippus by his own account was at Rome in the episcopate of 
Anicetus and remained there till that of Eleutherus, and adds 
that Justin flourished about their time (yadtora 8¢€ ixpafer éni revde 
"loverivos). Apparently his evidence is the passage about Marcion 
in the lst Apology, which he proceeds to quote as if it came 
from the (lost) treatise expressly directed against Marcion!: and 
tlien he speaks vaguely of other writings, including an apology to 
Antoninus Pius and the Roman Senate, and gives the words of 
the opening address, which we have already discussed. A couple 

of pages more bring us to the reign of M. Aurelius and the mar- 

tyrdoms of St Polycarp, Pionius, and others who suffered at Per- 

gamus. He goes on to refer to this time the death of Justin 

caused by the machinations of Crescens, after the presentation 

of a second petition “to the rulers mentioned before,” that is, 

M. Aurelius and L. Verus (see iv. 14 sub jfin.). Tatian’s expres- 

sions about Crescens are next quoted, and then Justin’s narrative 

of the events which gave occasion to the shorter Apology. And 


dterurwoduny xpovixots xavdow éexcrouhy 
Karecrnodunyv. Udnpecrdrny 5° ody 8uws 
auray éml rot mdpovros wpuhOny Thy 
adiyynow rojoacbat (i. 1). 

1*Os dh xal ypdwas xara Mapxlwvos 
olyypappa pynuovevar ws xad’ by cuvé- 
TaTTE Katpoy yuwptfoudvou TG Bly rdvipéds. 
Pyot 5¢ ovrws' Mapxlwva 5é rwa Tlovre- 
xoév x.7.. These words surely fix on 
Eusebius the stupid blunder attributed 
to him in the text. So also Nicephorus 
understood them, for he paraphrases 
them thus (H. £. iv. 6): erepov 52 kal 
kata Mapxlwvos roi Tovrixod ouvrdrre 


Bi8rr.ov, év @ xal rabra ScéFecoe. 
Mapxlova 5¢ rwa Tovrixdy x.7.d. (The 
quotation is changed in form, being 
interpolated into a list of Justin’s writ- 
ings taken from Eusebius, iv. 18.) The 
wily editor Fronton Le Duc calmly 
translates: ‘‘ Liber contra Marcionem 
Ponticum compositus, in quo, sicuti et 
in oratione ad Antoninum Imperatorem, 
heee quoque scribit.” The structure of 
the quotation shews that it cannot pos- 
sibly have occurred in the lost work as 
well as in the Apology. 


On the Date of Justin Martyr. 171 


finally (iv. 18) we have a catalogue of Justin’s writings, including 
a memorial to Antoninus Pius and his sons and the Roman 
Senate!, and a second to his successor of the same name, Anto- 
ninus Verus (M. Aurelias)?, the chapter ending with the two (for 
our purposes) trivial references to Justin by Irenseus already 
mentioned. 

These statements of Eusebius have been generally assumed 
as the basis of modern investigation, and the other evidence 
tried or interpreted by their standard. But how stands the case ? 
With the exception of a few unimportant quotations from Tatian 
and St Irenseus, which we are able to verify for ourselves in their 
original contexts, Eusebius does not once refer to any authority 
beyond Justin’s own extant writings, nor is there the smallest 
trace of information derived from other sources*. The natural 
conclusion is that his statements rest solely on his own inferences 
from materials which are still in our hands, and on which we are 
at least as competent to form an opinion as he was. After Sca- 
liger’s judgement‘ there can be no great temerity in questioning 


his capacity for historical criticism. 


1 To complete Eusebius’s references 
to Justin we may add ii. 13, where the 
denunciation of Simon Magus is rightly 
quoted from 77 mporépg pds’ Avrwvivoy 
trep rod xad’ Huds Sdyuaros drondoyig. 
The apparent contradiction of the order 
in iv. 17 has been already noticed, p. 
157, D.T. 

2 The whole list is curious, as shew- 
ing the implicit faith with which Euse- 
bius accepted as genuine every book 
which he found bearing Justin’s name, 
and the equally implicit faith with which 
modern critica have trodden in his pious 
footsteps. The ambiguity of the term 
“‘ philosopher,” and a vague but alto- 
gether baseless impression of Justin's 
learning, have helped to produce this 
result. To any one who will study 
Justin’s mind by the light of his own 
genuine works it must appear abso- 
lutely incredible that he can have written 
most of those which Eusebius (and no 
one else) mentions. If any justification 
of scepticism were needed here, it might 


be found in the heap of other spurious 
writings which we actually possess under 
Justin’s name. It is necessary to allude 
to those books seen by Eusebius, be- 
cause some writers have been induced 
by their number to assign a needlessly 
long term of years for Justin's literary 
activity. 

3 [This is not absolutely true. He 
says (Hf. E. iv. 18) that the scene of the 
Dialogue with Tryphon, ‘‘the most 
famous of the Hebrews of his time,” was 
Ephesus. The origin of this statement 
is not known: standing alone as it does, 
it may not improbably be an inference 
from something that Eusebius knew 
about Tryphon from Jewish sources. ] 

4 It is given in answer to St Jerome's 
praise of Eusebius’s learning. Animadv. 
in Eus. Chron. 8. ‘Si eruditissimus 
vocandus, quia multa legit, sane nemo 
illi hanc laudem invidere potest. Sin 
autem is eruditissimus, qui judicium cum 
multa lectione conjunxit, alium potius 
quam Eusebium producere debuit.” 
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Next in chronological order comes St Epiphanius; but it will 
be more convenient to deal first with St Jerome, who is but a 
little later. The great Latin Father has two passages bearing 
on our subject. One is from the Ep. (70 Vall.) ad Magnum, 
c. 4, where he marshals a goodly array of Christian writers who 
had not thought it wrong to drink deep of heathen learning. 
‘ Quem” [Aristidem] “imitatus postea Justinus et ipse Philoso- 
phus Antonino Pio et filiis ejus Senatuique librum contra gentiles 
tradidit defendens ignominiam crucis et resurrectionem Christi 
tota preedicans libertate.” It is rather curious that only one 
book is mentioned here; but possibly the more practical nature 
of the shorter Apology seemed to make it less appropriate to the 
immediate purpose. The second passage is in the memoir of 
Justin, forming the 23rd chapter of what is usually called the 


Liber de Viris Illustribus, where we read: 


“ Justinus Philosophus, 
habitu quoque philosopho- 
rum incedens, de Neapoli 
urbe Paleestinse, patre Prisco 
Bacchio, pro religione Chris- 
ti plurimum elaboravit in 
tantum ut Antonino quoque 
Pio et filiis ejus et Senatui 


librum contra gentes scrip-— 


tum daret, ignominiamque 
crucis non erubesceret; et 
alium librum successoribus 
ejusdem Antonini M. Anto- 
nino Vero et L. Aurelio Com- 
modo.” 


“O rats ddnbeias gidooopedraros (iv. 
16), &v girocdpov oxnpar: mpecBevor 
tov Oeiov Adyov, ["Iovarivos Hpicxov rov 
Baxyeiou trav and Pravias véas modes 
THs Lupias Madaorivns (Just. ap. iv. 
12)] xai rots inép ris wicrews évaye- 
vitépevos ovyypdupaow (iv. 11). ‘o 
pev tis early a’r@ Adyos mpds ‘Avravivoy 
rov EvoeBn mpocayopevbevra Kat rovs rov- 
tov maidas thv te ‘Pwpaiwy ovyKAnroy 
mpoohornrixés, trep tav Kad npas Boy- 
parov: 6 3€ devrépay meptéxwy trép tis 
nerépas miorews amoAcyiay, hy meroin- 
rat mpds Tov Tov dedndwpévov abroxparo- 
pos Siddoydy re xal dpdvupoy ‘Avrevivoy 
Ovjjpoy (iv. 18). detrepov imép ray ral? 
nas Soyparwyr BiBXcov avadols rois 8edn- 
Awpévois Gpxovor (iv. 16) [Avravivoy 
pev O17 roy EvoeBij wAnOévra . . . Mapxos 
Aipndtos Ovfpos, 6 xal ‘Avrwvivos, vids 
avrov ctv cal Aousip adeAd@ diadexera 


(iv. 14)]. 


No year-dates are given here: but as to the main fact, that 
the second Apology was presented in the reign of M. Aurelius, 
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the view of Eusebius is certainly confirmed. The question is,—lIs 
this an independent testimony? The strong resemblance, in 
both matter and words, between a considerable part of the 
Liber de Vir. Ill. and Eusebius’s History has been often noticed ; 
how far such a resemblance exists in the present case the reader 
may judge for himself by examining the extracts from Eusebius 
which I have printed in a parallel column. The rest of the 
chapter follows Eusebius more closely still for every fact that it 
contains!, But this is not all. From the delightful letter pre- 
fixed to the treatise it appears that St Jerome bad been requested 
by his friend Dexter, a preetorian prefect, to write short memoirs 
of Christian as Suetonius had done of heathen worthies. Jerome 
was willing to do his best, but complained that he had none of 
‘the advantages enjoyed by Hermippus, Antigonus Carystius, 
Satyrus, and Aristoxenus among the Greeks, or Varro, Santra, 
Nepos, Hyginus, and Suetonius among the Latins. “Sed non mea 
est et illorum similis conditio: illi enim historias veteres anna- 
lesque replicantes potuerunt quasi de ingenti prato non parvam 
opusculi sui coronam texere. Ego quid aucturus, qui nullum 
preevium sequens pessimum, ut dicitur, magistrum memetipsum 
habeo? Quamquam Eusebius Pamphili in decem Ecclesiasticee 
Historie libris maximo nobis adjumento fuerit, et singulorum 
de quibus scripturi sumus volumina etates auctorum suorum 
ssepe testentur.” Further on in the letter he apologizes in case 
he should have omitted to notice any important works of his own 
contemporaries, on the ground that “in hoc terrarum angulo,” 
in his cell at Bethlehem, he was far removed from the commerce 
of letters. There can therefore be little doubt that his testi- 
mony adds no weight to the private opinions of Eusebius, whose 
case is not muck strengthened if we suppose Justin’s own writings 
to have been likewise in St Jerome’s hands; but on that suppo- 
sition it would be hard to understand how it comes to pass that 
the only other allusion to Justin in his writings is that already 
quoted from the letter to Magnus, written five years later, like- 
wise from Bethlehem, and reproducing one of the very phrases 
used here?. St Jerome has been sometimes abused as a mere 


1 Tt has been observed that the the same order in Eusebius, iv. 8, where 
chapter on Justin is immediately pre- he notices together the Christian writers 
ceded by that on Hegesippus: this is | who had mentioned Antinous. 
easily explained by the occurrence of 3 ‘‘Defendens ignominiam crucis,” 
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copyist for these unlucky memoirs, and of course Mr Shepherd 
pronounces them wholly or mainly a forgery. If regarded asa 
work of research, they certainly are not worthy of the author 
of the Commentary on Daniel; but they ought in fairness to be 
considered as hasty sketches thrown off at the request of a 
friend in a few weeks with the aid of such books as Jerome 
chanced to possess himself, or at least could use at Jerusalem. 
This supposition will save the credit of a great scholar, but it 
will not give value to his testimony as to the date of Justin. 

We now come to St Epiphanius, whose account of Tatian’s 
career it will be necessary to extract in full (i. 390, 1 Colon.)!. 
Tariavds tis dvéarn, rovrous [robs Seounptavods] SiadeEdpevos, Fro xard rovs 
atray xpdvous ay f per airovs madw ri éavrod ris Kevoovias &idacxadiay 
mpoornoapuevos, Kal ra pey mpara, ola 89 ard ‘EAAjvev madeias inrdpyey, 
ouvaxpater lovorive rq pirooddy, avépl ayle xal Hii Geo, rp ard Tapaperéy 
els Xptordv memorevxért. Otros yap 6 "lovarivos Zayapeirns tdyt? rd yévos, 
els Xptordy memiorevxas, nal peyadws eSacxnOels, dperns re Biov evBerEdpeves, 
Ta rédos txép Xpicrod paprupyoas, reheiov orepavov xatragiotrac ém) ris 
‘Popaiwy én ‘Pwotixod yeusvos Kal ‘Aptavod Baciiéws, érév rpidkorra 
isapxov év xabecrdon nrtxig®, Tovrp 6 mpoetpnpevos Tartavds cuvaxpdoas 
Ta mp@ra kadas hepdpevos kal rp mlores éppwpévos érvyxaver, Scov Fv ovv 16 
Gyip “laverive 1G Madprupe: Sre dé éredcdra "lovorivos 5 dytos, Somep rupdds 
Xeipaywyoupevos, ixd rod yxetpaywyod TxaraderpOels xalt* emi xpnprdy éavrdy 
éx3ovs 81a thy mpocovcay aitr@ rupdawow, xatapéperar davemiaxéras Ews eis 
Gavarov xareveyOein, ovTw xai ards. 

Kai jv pev Sipos rd yévos, as 4 els nus éXOoica yraots meptéxer. Td 


“ignominiamque crucis non erubesce- give the emendations of this passage, 


ret.” The other phrase in the Ep. ad 
Magnum not copied from Eusebius, ‘et 
_ resurrectionem Christi tota preedicans 
libertate,” if not a mere inference from 
the passages of Justin given by Euse- 
bius, may very well be due to the notice 
of Justin’s doctrine of the resurrection 
which we know was taken by St Metho- 
dius (Phot. Bibl. 298 a 37—41 Bek.), 
with whose treatise St Jerome was cer- 
tainly acquainted (De Vir. Ill. 83) with- 
out favour of Eusebius; for, as is well 
known, that respectable historian does 
not once mention him. 

1 It would be only wasting space to 


chiefly by transposition, proposed by 
Papebroche (Acta Sanctorum for April 
13, p. 105) and others. 

2 So we must read for 7p. 

8 For the exact meaning of this 
phrase compare PseudoPlato, Ep. iii. 
316.0. Alwvos...év rexla bvros ueoy re 
kal kadeornkula. . 

* So I would read for carakerpbeln 
kal xarahecpOels: Petau merely proposes 
to insert ef before rupd\ds, which mends 
matters very little: xarade:pOels was 
probably written in the margin of some 
MS. as a correction of xaraderpOely and 
then slipped into the text as an addition. 


pews - 
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8€ avrov Scddarxadetoy mpoeoricaro ax dpyis pev év ry Méon rev rorapey 
as wept ro Sewdéxaroy Eros ‘Avrovivov tov EtoeBuis Kalcapos émixAnOevros. 
Awd “Popns yap pera ry rov dylov "Iovorivov redeiwoww SteAOwy emi ta rhs 
avaroAijs pépn, cai exeioe StarpiBov, xaxy dcavola mepimecay aldvas rivas card 
rovs pudovs Ovaderrivou kal apyas rivas xal mpoBoAds kal airds elonyfoaro. 
(What follows relates to the fate of his doctrine in later times). 
Passing over the opening words}, we are told that Justin was 
martyred at the age of 30, when Rusticus was jyeuor, in the 
reign of Hadrian; that while he lived Tatian consorted with 
him? and remained firm in the faith, but fell away upon his 
death. Epiphanius next mentions Tatian’s country, on the 
authority of such information as had reached him’, and then 
refers the foundation of his school in Mesopotamia to about the 
twelfth year of Antoninus Pius, (i.e. a.p. 149 or 150, according 
as we do or do not reckon the year of accession); for, says our 
author, after Justin’s death he passed from Rome to the East, 
fixed his residence there, and introduced his partly borrowed 
partly original heresy. Here is undoubtedly a great difficulty. 
St Epiphanius first refers Justin’s death to Hadrian’s reign, and 
then places the foundation of Tatian’s school in the twelfth 
year of his successor. Accordingly with very few exceptions 
the critics refuse to build anything upon this latter date: what 
possible credence, they ask, can be given to an author so stupid 
and confused as to say that Justin died in Hadrian’s reign? It 


1 The word dcadetduevos does not 
refer to order of time but of doctrine, as 
often in Epiphanius. Nor are the next 
words of any use to us, for the Seve- 
riani themselves are here as elsewhere 
equally indeterminate in date, and they 
in their turn are placed by Epiphanius 
in much the same relation to the school 
of Apelles the disciple of Marcion, who, 
as we learn from Theodoret (Her. Fab. 
i, 25), was assailed by Justin as well as 
his master. If these ‘‘ successions,” 
which mean little more than the dcadoxal 
of Antisthenes and others, are worth 
anything, they prove only that the 
Encratites founded by Tatian were inter- 
mediate in time between Marcion and 
the Montanists; which has never been 
doubted. 


* Such, I think, must be the mean- 
ing of cuvaxudte: here (and below); for 
the reason given for the fact, namely 
congeniality of pursuits . (ola 8) dd 
‘EdAjvew maselas brdpxwy and "lover. 
T@ dtrooddy), makes no sense with 
the common meaning ‘‘ was contempo- 
rary with.” But I have no better autho- 
rity to give than a very doubtful pas- 
sage of St Hippolytus, Adv. Her. vii. 
28: ZaropvetrAos 5€ ris cuvaxudoas TP 
Bacideldy xara rév abrov xpévov... édoy- 
pdrure rovadra dota Kal Mévavipos. 
Possibly cuva\Adrres may be the true 
reading. 

3 The phrase in the original has an 
odd sound, but the meaning can hardly 
be mistaken. 
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would certainly be stupid in us, who possess good evidence to 
the contrary in Justin’s own writings: but what right have we to 
assume that he had these or any other equally conclusive means 
of testing the truth of his statement!? This is, I believe, 
the only passage in which he alludes to Justin?, and here he 
introduces him as a stranger; nor, but for two allusions, should 


we have supposed that he had any acquaintance whatever with. 


Eusebius’s History*. Obviously, in pursuing his own tracks of 
research, he neglected such “standard” Ante-Nicene writers as 


were not, like SS. Irenseus and Hippolytus, directly useful for his - 


purpose. But Epiphanius is charged with making an error as to 
the relative as well as the absolute date of Justin: in one place 
he says that Tatian left Rome on Justin's death and apparently 
at once fell into heresy, and likewise that he set up his sect at a 
certain date; in another, that Justin’s death took place at a time 
which we see must have been at least twelve years before that 


1 [Volkmar (p. 420) adopts Semisch’s 
theory (Stud. u. Krit. for 1835, p. 942) 
that Epiphanius, reading in the Acts 
that Justin suffered under Rusticus, and 
finding a Rusticus consul under Hadrian 
in 119, assumed that reign as the time 
of martyrdom; and then guessed that 
he died at the age of 30, because he 
knew him to belong to the second cen- 
tury! It is quite probable that Epi- 
pbhanius and the Acts drew from a 
common traditional source, by no means 
probable that Epiphanius knew only 
the Acts. There is ‘not the faintest 
indication of date throughout the Acts. 
My own suspicion (of course it cannot 
be more) is that they or rather their 
source did refer the martyrdom to Ha- 
drian’s time, perhaps misled by the 
name of Rusticus; but that the other 
particulars given in them and in Epi- 
phanius are very probably true. But I 
build nothing whatever upon them. It 
is the advocates of a later date who are 
fond of appealing to Rusticus. The 
weary discussion about him is necessary 
only to prove that even on their own 
ground they can get no sure footing. 
The real value of Epiphanius for our 


purpose lies wholly in his information 
about Tatian, which seems to me abso- 
lutely independent of his information 
about Justin. } 

2 Unless any one chooses to allege 
the corresponding passage in the Ana- 
cephaleosis (ii. 143 D), which it may be 
advisable to annex, and so obviate all 
cavil. Tarcavol, Tarcavds ovros cuve- 
Blwoe pev’lovorlhy r@ pdprupt 7G ayiy' 
pera 5¢ Thy rot pdprupos cal didrocdpov 
*Iovorlvov reXeuriy xpocepOdpn rots roi 
Mapkluvos Séypact tuabnrevOels TG airg 
ESoyudrice't, kal wddw Erepa wap’ Exe- 
vov. "Edéyero d¢ dard Mecororapulas 
épudc bat. 

8 Panar, xxix. 4, p. 119 B; lxvi. 
21, p. 638 0. Epiphanius seems like- 
wise not to have used Eusebius’s trea- 
tises against Marcellus in his account 
of the Marcellian heresy (i. 833, 844). 
Indeed his fastidious orthodoxy would 
have made him little inclined to dwell 
on the writings, had he known them, 
of a man who could condescend to be 
Constantine’s tool in the disgraceful 
attempt to crush St Athanasius at the 
Synod of Tyre; as described by himself 
(i. 723). 
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date. The cavil refutes itself: with all his faults, Epiphanius 
was far too clear-headed not to see so extremely obvious a 
result. I cannot doubt that he saw it perfectly well, and made 
his view consistent with itself by supposing Tatian to have spent 
the interval of above twelve years in heresy, but not to have 
founded his own d:daccadciory till the expiration of that period!, 
Sach a view is quite natural in itself: we have good reason to 
doubt its truth from other evidence; but once more I must pro- 
test against the implied assumption that our author's circle of 
information was exactly coincident with our own. So much for 
Epiphanius’s “stupidity.” Now for his facts. It is highly proba- 
ble that he has here made use of two different accounts. His 
simile of the precipice seems to wind up the first, and then he 
starts affesh with an allusion to the yracrs that had reached him. 
It should likewise be noted that the dating of the second account 
is by the year of the emperor, of the first by a subordinate 
tyepovia, the reign being merely mentioned. What year is de- 
noted by the jyeporia of Rusticus it is unfortunately impossible to 
say with any certginty. He is the magistrate who appears in 
the Acts of Justin’s Martyrdom, and is there called 6 ris ‘Pons 
éxapxos and 6 érapyos, that is, we may say with tolerable certainty, 
preafectus urbi?. Now we know that according to the purpose of 


1 That Epiphanius at least tried to 
conceive the relative chronology of here- 
sies appears from a passage in the next 
book, Otro: yap, the Montanists, yeyé- 
vaot wept 7d évveaxadéxarop Eros ’ Avrw- 
vivov ToU E’ceBois, pera *Adptaydv’ Kal 
6 Mapxlwy 5é xal ol rept Tariavdy xal 
dx’ avrod duadcEduewon *Eyxparira: & 
xpbvors Adpravod xal werd’ Adprardy. 

I have taken the most unfavourable 
view in the text. But after all it is 
quite possible, considering how much 
Epiphanius needs emendation, that 
*ASdpeayod may be a false reading for 
*Avrwrlyov. Another solution of the 
difficulty is suggested by a Nubian in- 
scription, where Hadrianus must mean 
Antoninus Pius, as Niebuhr shews 
(Kleine Hist. v. Phil. Schr. ii. 195, 6), 
pointing out the fact that Hadrianus 
often appears in his titles during the 


early years of his reign; and in a letter 
to P. Sacratus (Opp. t. ii. p. 421 Frotsch.) 
Muret writes, ‘‘Sic aliquoties in libris 
Juris Civilis nomine Hadriani constat 
intelligendum esse Antoninum.” Bzut 
even if respectable authority could be 
adduced for its standing alone to denote 
Antoninus Pius, the constant usage of 
St Epiphanius himself puts such an in- 
terpretation out of the question. 

3 Corsini (De pref.urb. pp. 9, 12) pro- 
duces two er three passages from Diony- 
sius in which the word is used of the old 
city prefects, who performed certain du- 
ties of the consuls in their absence; and 
(105—107) shews that under Caracalla 
a man, who is called in Dion Cassius 7e- 
woNapxnxéra and in a Roman inscrip- 
tion PRASF. VRB., appears in a Greek 
inscription as EIIAPXON POMH2. He 
does not mention that three times in 
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the institution no one could obtain this office until he had served 


as consul}, 


When therefore we find a Rusticus consul in 119 


and a Q. Junius Rusticus consul in 162, we might naturally infer 
that the prefectship, about which we are inquiring, fell not very 
long after one or other of these dates. Further, when we find 
in the Digest? a rescript from M. Aurelius and L. Verus,— 
written therefore between 161 and 169, the year of Verus’s 
death,—which speaks of “Junium Rusticum [amicum] nostrum . 
Preefectum Urbis,” we might be disposed at once to fix on 163—9 


Herodian (ii. 6. § 12; vii. 10. $7; viii. 
8. §8) Erapxos 77s 3bd\ews is used appa- 
rently in this sense. This usage may 
perhaps be derived from the resemblance 
in name to the prefectus pretorio, who 
was usually called érapxos or Urapyos; 
see Valois on Eus. V. Const. ii. 46; iv. r. 
There is no doubt that the terms &rap- 
xos and Umapxos were much confused 
in writing, and apparently alsuv in 
usage ; so that two passages of Lydus 
quoted by Niebuhr may be applicable 
here: elra mpoeorjoaro roy Tis médews 
gvraxa’ Urapxov 5é adrdv viv mpocayo- 
pevomev (ws rives) wodlapxov 4 dorval- 
Knu, ov wddac mpalrwpa otpBardv eeyov 
(De Mens. i. 19): & ye why vrapxos ri 
wihw épidarre, custos urbis mpocayo- 
pevopevos woavel pudat Tis wodews (De 
Magistr.i. 38). But the common word, 
as constantly in Dion, appears to be 
mwoNlapxos, which does not occur in 
Herodian, if Irmisch’s exhaustive indi- 
ces may be trusted. Of iyeuor in this 
sense Corsini (pp. xxvii, 160) gives no 
better instance than raperéudOn May- 
verily T@ iryeudu, ‘in Greco Basilii 
Synaxario,” where there is but little 
reason to fix on one office more than 
another. Dionysius (A. 2. vi. 13), speak- 
ing of the battle of the lake Regillus, 
appears to mean the city warden by 
Tov karahepOévros ris wédews TyeLbvos. 
I have not been able to find any other 
authorities. The word jyeuwyr is badly 
treated in all the lexicons. Probably, 
when it denotes an office, it is the Greek 
translation of proses, of which the fol- 


lowing account is given by Macer, De 
oficio presidis (in the Digest, i, XVIIL 
1): ‘¢ Preesidis nomen generale est, eoque 
et Proconsules et Legati (Cesaris et 
omnes provincias regentes, licet Sena- 
tores sunt, Preesides appellantur; Pro- 
consulis appellatio specialis est.” 

1 See especially Tacitus’s rapid sum- 
mary (Ann. vi. 11) of the history of the 
office from its original glory in regal 
and early consular days (when the name 
custos urbis was the usual one, Nieb. 
R. H. i. 515, 6; ii. 111—124) through 
the shadowy prefectura feriarum Lati- 
narum of the late consular period, till 
the time when Augustus more than re- 
stored its dignity (‘‘sumpsit e consv- 
laribus qui coerceret,” &c.) See also the 
famous speech of Mecenas in Dion (Iii. 
21), and a yet clearer testimony from 
the outcry raised at a violation of the 
rule in the time of Macrinus early in 
the 3rd century (Ixxviii. 14) ; and several 
cases adduced by Corsini tend the same 
way. But it must be confessed that 
hardly any traces of the observation of 
the rule are to be found in a catalogue 
of city prefects, published (from Bov-. 
cher) in the apparatus to the Chronicon 
Paschale (t. ii. p. 194 Bonn.) ; though 
on the other hand this testimony is only 
remotely inferential for our purpose, as 
the list begins with the year 254. 

3 xlix. 1.1. § 3; quoted by Cor. 
sini, p. 81, who however wrongly gives 
171 as the year of L. Verus’s death. 
The word amicum is not in the original 
hand of the Codex Florentinus. 


b 
: 
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as our approximate date. And in the absence of better evidence 
to the contrary we might be justified in so doing. But a little 
farther information shews the precariousness of these tempting 
speculations. There is no reason to doubt that the honorary 
office of consul suffectus, which was now in full vogue, was as 
valid a qualification for the city prefecture as that of consul or- 
dinarius, and it is only now and then that we hear the names of 
eonsules suffecti. Moreover Junius Rusticus, the favourite Stoic 
preceptor of M. Aurelius, is expressly described as having. been 
consul (Capit. M. Ant. Phil. 3)1; and it is at least not unreason- 
able to identify him with Q. Junius Rusticus, the consul of 162, 


; who according to one authority was then consul for the second 


time; and yet only one consulship that can by any possibility be 
referred to him occurs in the Fasti?. On the other hand earlier 
bearers of the name cannot be considered out of the question. 
Junius Rusticus Arulenus, the friend of Thrasea Peetus and like 
him one of the noblest victims of the reign of terrour under 
Domitian, left a family who were educated by his brother Junius 
Mauricus, the friend of Pliny the younger (Epp. i. 14; ii. 18; vi. 
14). One of the sons was probably Rusticus the consul ordinarius 


1 “Cui etiam ante prefectos pre- 
torio semper osculum dedit: quem et 
consulem iterum designavit: cui post 
obitum a senatu statuas postulavit.” (See 
also Themistius, Or. xvii. p. 215 Hard.) 
These words imply either that the Stoic 
was twice consul, once under M. Aure- 
lius and once before his reign; or that 
death intervened before he had actually 
entered on the office a second time. The 
former is the more probable explanation. 
This is doubtlesethe ‘‘ille meus Rusti- 
cus romanus” of Fronto Ep. ad Ant. 
i. 2, p. 148 Mai. ed. 1823); and it is 
possible that the epithet romanus may 
be intended to distinguish him from 
some other Rusticus well known to the 
emperor and his fawning correspondent ; 
at least I can think of no other meaning. 

3 *Povorixios 7d B’ Kal ’Axoudivos is 
the entry for 162 in a list of consuls 
published by Dodwell at the end of his 
Dissertationes Cyprianice and appended 
to the Chronicon Paschale (ii.174 Bonn.) 


The interval of time makes it hardly 
conceivable that the 8’ can refer back 
to the consulship of 119; especially as 
the true (not accidental) beginning of 
the list is at the year 138 (Dodwell, 
App. 17, 18). The Idatian list (post 
Chron. Pasch., ii. 162 Bonn.) has Rufino 
for Rustico at 162, but probably by a 
mere error of transcription: it has Rus- 
tico at 119. 

* Haakh notices an inscription in 
Gruter (Thes. p. 131. n. 3) in which a 
Q. Junius Rusticus is mentioned, as a 
consul -suffectus, he says, because the 
date is the Kalends of July. If now 
we identify the consul of 162 with the 
Stoic, and suppose him to have been 
consul suffectus under Antoninus Pius 
(see note 1), the accounts will all run 
smoothly : and, as his name would not 
appear in the Fasti on the first occasion, 
we can easily understand why only one 
of the lists mentions his double con- 
sulate. 
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of 119, himself perhaps the father of the Stoic. The similarity - 
of name suggests that possibly his brother or cousin was Junius 
Mauricianus, whose name occurs twice in the Pandects as a legal 
author, and who at least survived the elder Faustina (Dig. xxx. 
1.57). Either of these persons may easily be the city prefect of 
whom we are in search, provided at least that Justin’s death 
took place moderately early in the reign of Antoninus Pius’. 
Finally an examination of the inscriptions belonging to this 
period will shew that the name of Rusticus was far from uncom- 
mon?, We must therefore relinquish the attempt to obtain any 
certain evidence from the mention of Rusticus, remembering at 
the same time that the name occurs in at best but secondary 


authorities 3, 


The other account given by St Epiphanius furnishes a pos- 


terior limit. 


On the supposition of its truth Justin’s death can- 


not have taken place later than 149, and is not likely to have 


taken place very much earlier‘. 


1 For the genealogical matter I am 
indebted to an excellent article by 
Haakh in Pauly’s Real-Encyclopedie, vi. 
584. 

* Corsini (78, 79) produces an in- 
scription containing P. LVCILIVS 
RVSTICVS V. C. PRAEFECTVS 
VRBI, and suggests that possibly he 
may be the Rusticus who is said to have 
put Justin to death. Likely enough ; 
but the inscription gives us no clue to 
the date, not even the century : nor can 
we tell whether he is the Publius who 
figures in the Acta S. Felicitatis. 

3 The Greek Acts of Justin’s Mar- 
tyrdom bear the name of Symeon Meta- 
phrastes. It can hardly be doubted 
that they are among the earlier docu- 
ments which he adopted with little or 
no change among his own compositions, 
but it would be unsafe to dogmatise 
about their date. If the opening words 
are not due to a subsequent hand, as 
Baronio and others after him have too 
hastily concluded, the Church must 
have emerged from persecution before 
they were written. On the other hand 
the comparative simplicity points to an 


early origin. Perhaps the second half 
of the third century is the most pro- 
bable date. 

4 In discussing this important pas- 
sage, I have confined myself to con- 
siderations arising out of the text iteelf, 
not being now prepared to examine the 
credibility of the author and his sources 
generally. But it would be wrong to 
disguise my conviction that hard mea- 
sure has been dealt out to Epiphanius 
by ecclesiastical scholars. His shallow- 
ness and bigotry as a theologian (aided 
perhaps by a recollection of his extra- 
ordinary conduct to St Chrysostom) 
have unjustly depreciated the pragma- 
tical value of his writings. We owe 
much to his genuine spirit of research, 
which the mere inquisitiveness of Euse- 
bius could never have procured for us. 
His judgement is far inferior to his 
learning, but still by no means to be 
despised. Above all, he has made 
abundant use of many invaluable re- 
cords now lost. And it should be 
remembered that, next to heretico-zoo- 
logy, chronology was perhaps his favour- 
ite pursuit. - 
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We now pass over almost five centuries, and arrive at Pho- 
tius. The 125th article of his Bibliotheca begins thus: ‘Aveyricby 
‘lovorivoy rou paptupos amodoyla tmép Xpioriavay kal cara ‘EXAnvwv cat 
xara “lovdaiwy, xa ért érépa avrov mpaypareia xara Tov mpwrov Kal Sevrépov 
tH Gvoujs dxpoacews x.r.A4. To this last work (probably the spuri- 
ous Refutatio dogmatum Aristotelis) Photius adds another which 


may be some or all of the equally spurious Questiones and 


| Responsa still extant. 


PHOTIUS. 

Téooapas 8€ mpaypareias xara 
tay €Ovav ouvérakey dy THY pev TPO- 
my Avrovive T@ erixAny Ii kai rois 
vicos TH Te OvyKAnT@ erédoxe, 

ry» 8€ devrépav dpoiws rois éxei- 
vou add xots- 

éy 8€ rj tpiry wept hicews Bat- 
pévor Sdieirexrat: 

6 8€ rérapros air@ Adyos, spoiws 
xara €Ovay ovyxeipevos, "EXeyxos emt- 
ypapyy exe 

€ore 3€ avt@ cai 6 mepi Geov 
povapxias, 

xal 6 emtypapépevos YdArns, 


cat pny [xat] xara Mapxiwvos 
dyayraios Adyor, | 

kai 7 Kara nacady alpécewy xpn- 
ocyLos mpaypareia, 

Odros vids pev Su Ilpioxov Bax- 
xeiov, 

marpida 8€ elye Nearokwy thy 
trd hy érapyiay redovcay Taka 
orivns, 

év ‘Popp dé ras ScatpiBas ere, 


Next follows, as usual, a brief descrip- 
tion of Justin’s literary character and style. 
| ceeds: 


Then he pro- 


SOPHRONIUS. 

@ore Kai Avrovivy re éemixAny 
Ilip xai trois rovrov vietot nal r7 
cuyxAnrm BiBAov Kara trav ébvev 
cuvrayeicay emdovva, ... 

kal GAAnv BiBAoy rois rou a’rov 
Avrovivou daddyxos, ... 

“Eort kai GAAn avrov BiBdos xara 
Trav eOvav, év 7 wept ris picews Tay 
8acpdvav Sraréyerat, 

kat réraprov Adéyov dpuoiws xara 


trav eva, dv éréypaver “EXeyyxos, 


cal addov mepi tis Tov Beov po- 
vapxias 

kai GAXov advdpace Yadrny, 

kal €repov mepi tis Wuyi. 

Awdoyor xara tay "Iovdaiwy, dy 
€xet xara Tpipewvos dpxryou Trav "lov- 
daiay. 

Ov pny GANG kal xara Mapkiwyvos 
érionpa Tevxn,..- 

Kal G\An BiBAos xara racoy roy 
aipévewy... 

Ovros [éx marpds Lpicxouv Bak- 
xeiov, ] 

[ard tis NeamoXtrov eémapyxias 


IaXacrivns,] 


év tH ‘Papn txov ras dcarpiBas, 
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PHOTIUS. 

provoper xai rois Adyos nai 
tT Big xai Te oxjpare 

dcasrupos B€ ris evocBeias Sy épac- 
rs €oxe Kpionny éva riva Tey xadov- 
péver Kumxer avrimoderevépevoy aire 
[-rot 2] wat re Bip nat ry Opnoxeia: 
id’ ot nat avoxevacbeis akins ris 
&Ans rov Biov mpoapecéwes xai rh 
émtBovrny ocurdieOnxe- paptupiov yap 
raurny ixdbeow évotnoapuevos, Aap- 
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SOPHRONIUS. 


(pr(Sc0pos cai ro oynpaT: Tes 


xara rev Xptorcavor BAaodnpowrra, 
nai xadow avrév Aaipapyor, xai tis 
Gavaroy oBouperoy, aoerdy re xa) 
axdXacTov, Tédos T] Tovrou évepyeig 
kal éxiBovdy os Xptoriavis inép red 
Xpiorov éxabey. (ap. S. Hieron. 
Opp. ii. 864, 6 Vall. 1767.) 


spes xai xaiper roy twéep Xpeorov 
Gavaroy avedefaro. 

We are here told that one Apology was presented to Anto- 
ninus Pius, his sons, and the senate; and another to his succes- 
sors. But what is the authority for the statement? It will be 
observed that Photius speaks of reading three books!, one of 
them apparently the larger Apology. Upon these he founds his 
account of Justin’s style. He then appends a list of Justin’s 
other works, and a short biography. He does not say that he 
had read or even seen any of them. It is necessary to insist on 
this point, because it is commonly assumed that Photius had 
read all the books named in his Bibliotheca, (a monument of 
sufficient labour for the leisure hours of one embassy, one would 
have thought, without any gratuitous additions); whereas there 
is really no ground for supposing him to have known more than 
the names in the supplemental lists which he occasionally sub- 
joins. In the present case I hope to be able to show the origin 
of every statement that he makes in what I will venture to call 
his appendix. If the reader will be at the pains to compare 
the two parallel columns printed above, of which that on the 
right hand is taken from the Greek translation of St Jerome’s 
book De Viris Illustribus made by an otherwise unknown Sophro- 
nius, he will find that Photius has done scarcely more than con- 
dense Sophronius, retaining all the more remarkable words’. 


1 It is not clear whether the replies to likewise the author. It is certainly a 


Aristotle make up one or more treatises. 

3 When Sophronius’s translation was 
first published by Erasmus, a suspicion 
was spread abroad that the editor was 


curious fact that no MSS. have ever 


been seen by any one, except perhape 
(according to his own vague account) 
Le Moyne. And, in spite of the dis- 
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As if to make the coincidence more striking, the words 1¢ 


éxixdyy, Spoies (dp. xara rev Over), and éwapyias have nothing cor- 
responding to them in the original Latin of St Jerome’. The 
result is obvious. Photius cannot be quoted as an additional 
witness for the late date of the 2nd Apology. He copied Sophro- 
nius, who translated Jerome, who compiled from Eusebius, who 
misunderstood Justin. 

The statement in the Chronicon Paschale (258 Duc.) is taken 


; much more directly from Eusebius, for the most part in his very 


words. Under the consulate of Orphitus and Pudens (4.p. 165)? 
it relates that Justin, having presented a second petition to 
M. Aurelius and Verus, was shortly afterwards? martyred on the 
accusation of Crescens. It is not clear which of the two occur- 
rences,—perhaps both,—is intended to be referred to this year. 
But the matter is of little consequence, as there is not a trace of 
any authority having been used except Eusebius‘. 

The brief notices of Zonaras are in like manner altogether 
condensed from Eusebius. His only chronological statements 
are, that in Hadrian’s reign Justin was converted to Christianity 
(Ann. xi. 24)5, that he presented an apology to Antoninus Pius 


covery of coincidence with several arti- 
cles of Suidas, the imputation of pos- 
sible forgery has rested on Erasmus to 
the present day. The following obser- 


vation of Pearson (Vind. Ign. ii. 9, p. ° 


495 Churt.) seems to have been gene- 
rally overlooked. ‘‘Erat autem So- 
phronii versio Grecis sequentium sex- 
eulorum probe cognita. Suidas eum 
sepissime transcribit: et ante Suidam 
Photius eundem cognovisse deprehen- 
ditur.” He gives an instance from the 
article on St Clement of Rome in a note 
printed in this Journal, i. 404. 

1 An exception may be found in the 
words dvayxato. Néyor, which are sub- 
stituted for the literal but outlandish 
érionua Tetxn (insignia volumina).- Also 
the final notice of Justin’s martyrdom 
is expanded into a peroration of truly 
Photian grandiloquence. A more serious 
difference is the absence of all notice of 
the book zepi ~ux7s and the Dialogue 


with Tryphon; possibly due to acci- 


dental omission by either Photius or 
some of bis transcribers. All the MSS. 
hitherto collated contain unquestionable 
lacunz in other places. 

2 The definiteness of the year proves 
nothing. Such a chronicler as this, 
accepting from Eusebius’s History the 
reference to M. Aurelius’s reign, was 
compelled to notice the event under some 
year or other. 

3 ob per’ ob} wrod’. Dindorf’s note 
throws doubt on the otherwise obvious 
alteration od perd ond. 

4 [The passages are given in parallel 
columns by Volkmar (p. 443); this and 
the extract from Epiphanius being the 
only testimonies subsequent to Eusebius 
which he has discussed. The debts of 
the Chronicon Paschale to Eusebius are 
pretty generally acknowledged. ] 

5 This would be inferred from the 
fact that the first considerable notice of 
him in Eusebius occurs in the narrative 
of Hadrian’s reign. 
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(xii. 1), and that he suffered martyrdom under M. Aurelius ( 
3). A similar statement to this last is also made in the } 
nography of Nicephorus (p. 747 Bonn.). 

Two sentences of Syncellus (i. 662, 663 Dind.) are 
scribed from Eusebius’s Chronicle, and are identical with th 
already given at pp. 168,9. Both are placed between Syncell 
years of the world 5630 and 5638, that is}, av. 138 and 146. fF 

At length Cedrenus breaks the tedious succession. In hi 
summary of Hadrian’s reign (i. 438 Bonn.) occurs the follo 
sentence : ’Em rovrov "lovorivos 6 gitdcogos card tracey aipéeceawr 1rdpi- 
{ero- ds ydp gyot KAnpns 6 otpwpareds, ert Adptavod twnpxoy alpecara, 
€xOpot ris rev Xpiotiavey wiorews, Laropvivos Bacweidns cai Kapmoxpary. ¥ 
At first sight this looks like an allusion, as Potter supposes, tos 
passage of the Stromata (vii. 17. p. 898 Pott.), well known for 
its perplexities of text; but there is no mention of Carpo- 
crates there: and moreover the next paragraph, devoted to 
Antoninus Pius, has a still more refractory citation from St 
Clement: os dnos 38 KAjpns, ort ’En’ abrov Ovadevrivos nal Képder ral 
Mapxioy éy ‘Papn aipeotapyat éyvwpi{ovro, xai Taras xai Bapderarns rat 













IIpionAAa xat Magiwidra ai yevdorpopyrides rav xara Bpvyas eyvepi- 
Now Bardesanes and these Cataphrygian prophetesses 
are not mentioned at all by name in St Clement’s extant works, 
though he does promise (Strom. iv. 13. p. 605 Pott.) to enter 
into the Phrygian controversy in a future work on Prophecy; 
and further the form of the sentence implies an actual quota- 
tion?: so that Cedrenus probably refers in both cases to a lost 
work, perhaps the Hypotyposes. It is not impossible therefore 
that the concluding words of the section on Antoninus Pius,—ési, | 


rovrov Todvxapmos 6 padnris "Iwavvov rov evayyeAtorou cal lovarivos 6 


(ovro. 


Pirdcogos cai Acovwowos 6 érioxeros Kopivbov €paprvpynoay,—may rest 


likewise on Clement’s authority. 


1 According to Mr Clinton’s adjust- 
ment of Syntellus’s years of the world, 
F. R. i. 327. 

* The asyntactical use of &r:, where 
we should employ inverted commas, 
though by no means unknown to the 
best authors, becomes much more fre- 
quent and more fearless in late Greek. 

3 We have no means of judging how 
far the chronicler mentioned by Pearson 


But this is mere conjecture’. 


(De Succ. ii. 14, § 1) should be con- 
sidered a bona fide independent autho-- 
rity. ‘‘Apud Chronographum veterem 
MS. quem mihi commodavit Vir erudi- 
tissimus Isaacus Vossius hxc legi. Mera 
5¢ ‘Adpiavdy éBaclrevoevy ’Avrwvivos try 
KB’, ép’ od Tlodvxapros 6 padnrhs *Ie- 
dyvov Tod evayyedworod Kal ’Jovorivos 6 
pirscopos éuapripnoay.” 
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; Once more, Michael Glycas (Ann. iii. p. 449 Bek.) has a 
milar record: Mera 8 ‘Adpiavdy ‘Avrovivos 5 8 xpnordy rpdwov Neyd- 
lvos EvocBiis ern KB, é of xai "lovorivos 6 giurdcopos xai Asovioros 6 
wicxorros KopivOov 1rd 8a paprupiou rédos éd¢favro. 

Suidas deserves no more than a passing word, for his article, 
s Kiister has remarked, is transcribed verbatim from Sophronius. 

The reign of Severus witnessed the martyrdom of Justin, if 
re are to trust the Hypomnesticon (140, § 5, in Gallandi, Bibi. 
2atr. xiv. 66) of Josephus, written in 901! 

The series of Greek evidence would be incomplete without 
ome notice of the ecclesiastical books. In the Menologium or 
@artyrology of Basil (iii. 121, Urbini, 1727), compiled in the 
linth century, we find for the lst of June an d6Anais roi dyiov 
utprupos "lovotivov rov gikcodgov. Justin, we are told, was a philo- 
opher of Neapolis in Syria, who being converted came to Rome 
nm the reign of Antoninus, wrote a “tome” against idolatry and 
m behalf of the Christian faith, and presented it to the emperor, 
who struck with his wisdom not only abstained from slaying 
him but praised him. Having however by his arguings (d:ad¢feow) 
against idolatry excited the ill will of Crescens, he died (dvypé6n) 
the victim of his machinations. It will be observed that but one 
Apology and one emperor appear here, though there is nothing 
absolutely contradictory to a different view. Then follows on 
the same day another account headed xai a6Anots rov ayiov paprv- 
pos loverivov kal ris cvvedias adrov, and beginning abruptly with the 
words xai obrot of dye év TH “Popy duérpiBov. It describes the exa- 
mination before the prefect (whose name is not given), in lan- 
guage condensed from the existing Acts, and finally his death 
by beheading. Some light is thrown on this rather perplexing 
combination by the two corresponding variations prefixed to the 
prayers in the Menea (Jun. ff. aa 11 b, 11 a, Venice, 1626). First, 
again on June 1, we have the title, ‘H pjpun rod dyiov paprupos “Iov- 
crivov rod didoadépou ; then three verses, of which more presently ; 
then a narrative with occasional coincidences of language with 
that in the Menologium, how Justin of Flavia! in ‘Syria, son of 
Priscus son of Bacchius, came to Rome and presented to the 
emperor Antonius petitions (ABeAdovs) against idolatry and on 
behalf of the Christian faith; but having excited the ill will of 


1 The separate use of this name is with NedzoXs, it is exceptional and 
very singular. Even in combination almost confined to coins. 


Vou. III. June, 1856. | 13 
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Crescens was tortured and put to death: some vague praise of.@ 
his purity of life, wisdom, and literary productiveness is 
Here again but one emperor is mentioned, though more than, $i 
one Apology. Then follows what appears to be considered ag, 
the commemoration of a different saint, Tj airy judpa réy dyias. 
paprupey "lovorivov, Xapirwvos, Xaptrovs, EveAwiorov, ‘lépaxos, [éevos, aah Bx 
Bateptavov. The story is told briefly, Odro: of dyos FOAncay ey ‘Papp fe 
éxi ‘Povorixov rov éwdpxov, kai pera woAdAas Bacavous ras xeadas dwrerppt br 
6ncay; after which we here too have a condensed question and }: 
answer from the Acts. It cannot be doubted that all these {zy 
accounts refer to the true St Justin Martyr; though the same }, 
cannot be said of the three curious lines which follow the firsé 
title in the Meneea: ' 

"lovorivoy xdvevov per éx Biov- 

‘Qs ie mparoy rovs mueiy Sedeonoras- 

Lpeérn “Iovviov édAeBopifes “Iovorivoy. 
But it is beside our purpose to enter these hagiological laby- 
rinths!. 

Returning to the West, we naturally ask what was the tradi- 
tion respecting the great Samaritan martyr in the Eternal City 
where he died, and in the Western Churches which afterwards 
looked to her with reverence. The history of the Latin Mar- 
tyrologies is too obscure, and I have too little knowledge of 
existing investigations on the subject, to admit of any recondite 
researches here: I can only state a few facts which lie upon the 
surface. Justin is not commemorated at all in what is called the 
shorter or older Martyrology (by some supposed to have the best 
claim to the name Romanum*), nor in that of Bede (uninterpo- 
lated), nor in that of Hrabanus Maurus. The Martyrologies of 
Ado (anno 879; p. 20, ed. Rosweyd. Antv. 1613) and Notker 
(anno 894; in Basnage, Thes. Mon. ii. (3) 115) under April 13 
have the following account: “Apud Pergamum Asis urbem 
natalis [-ivitas Notk.] Sanctorum Carpi episcopi et Papirii diaconi 
et Agathonicse optimee foeminz aliarumque multarum, qute pro- 
batis confessionibus [pro beatis confessoribus Notk.] martyrio coro- 
nate sunt. Cum quibus et vir mirabilis Justinus philosophus, qui 

1 Some materials have been collected the.Roman Depositio Martirum of the 
by Papebroche in the Acta Sanctorum year 354, best given by Mommsen in 


for April 13. the Phil.-Hist. Abh. d. Sachs. Ges. for 
3 His name is likewise absent from 1850, pp. 631—633. 
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bes quoque philosophorum incedens pro religione Christiana 
wm laboravit ; in tantum ut Antonino Pio et filiis ejus et 
| kbrum contra gentes scriptum daret, ignominiamque cru- 
erubesceret. Cumque jam secundum librum successoribus 
Imperatoris, id est, Antonino Vero et Aurelio Commodo pro 
11s nostree defensione porrexisset, remuneratione [read -nem] 
fidelis martyrii munus accepit.” The words here given 
cs are taken directly from St Jerome (De viris illustribus), 
we have already seen (p. 173) to have merely compiled 
Eusebius. All the rest of the article (except the few 
printed in smaller type', some of which answer to syno- 
is words) is taken verbatim from Rufinus’s translation of 
ius (H. E. iv. 15, 16)2._ The same authority supplies all 
aterials and many of the characteristic words of the Mar- 
gium Romanum (p. 97, Antv. 1701), except in the case where 
rse seems to have been had to the original text of Euse- 
The article on Justin in the Martyrology compiled by 
d in 876 for Charles the Bald (p. 207, ed. Soller. Antv. 
is an abridged copy from the M. Romanum. Thus it appears, 
‘chat the Western Martyrologies, so far as they notice Justin 
refer his death to the reign of M. Aurelius ; secondly, that 
sole historical authority is directly or indirectly Eusebius‘. 


o one, I suppose, will think the 
if the traditional ‘episcopi’ and 
i’ of much importance: they ulti- 
appear in Nicephorus (Z. £. iii. 


oserve the progress of errour. 
venly and unconscientious Ru- 
enders xara Tovrous by cum 
Justin becomes linked to cer- 
cure Asiatic martyrs, who are 
widentally noticed by Euse- 
od thus the scene of his mar- 
is transferred from Rome to 
us ! 

iat is to say, the right form (/n 
m persecutione Rome) is given to 
‘ds xara rovrovs mistranslated 
nus, which must mean “in the 
- these emperors,” the preceding 
3 having in persecutione M. Anto- 
we a Inctt Aurelis Commod 


d to it. The last few lines of 


the preceding chapter in Eusebius are 
merely an appendix to his long narrative 
of St Polycarp’s death, which is itself 
immediately preceded (end of iv. 14) by 
the announcement of the new reign. 
The correction Rome may come either 
from rj peydAy rode in the quotation 
from Tatian in c. 16, or from éxl rijs 
‘Pwpyalwy wéXews in the heading to the 
same chapter; which though not by 
Eusebius himself (for the division of 
chapters is not his own, as could easily 
be shewn if there were space here) is of 
considerable antiquity. The Mart. Rom. 
also interpolates among the martyrs an 
unknown Agathodorus. 

4 In many other cases it may be 
reasonable to inquire how far the records 
of martyrdoms collected by Eusebius 
himself may lie at the_base of later 
commemorations. Here we need not 
go beyond his existing History. 

13—2 


compilations. 
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To complete the survey of ancient tradition, we must exa- 
mine the Latin Chronicles of the middle ages; and the more, |: 
because two or three of them have been dragged in of late}. 
years as if they afforded important independent testimony. But 
it should be remembered that their real value almost exclusively 
belongs to their own and immediately preceding times: as 
synopses of universal history, either from the creation of the 
world or from the birth of Christ, they jot down briefly the most 
interesting dates, but are at the same time the frankest possible 
Prosper of Aquitaine (anno 455) copies the two 
articles of Eusebius’s Chronicle (Hieronymic), giving the one j- 
to the consulship of Gratus and Seleucus, that is, 142, 144, o 
1451, and the other to that of Tertullus and Sacerdos, that is, 
158 (Basnage, Thes. An. i. 281, 282). Cassiodorus (anno 519) 
copies only the first article, assigning it to the same year (Opp. 
i. 388, Garet. Rotomagi, 1679). 

If originality is to be looked for anywhere, it is in our own it 
comparable Bede, who, waiving his higher merits, would have been 
an honour to any age, whether as regards the width of his learning | 
or the force and freedom of his criticism. The chronicle which 
forms the sixty-sixth chapter of his larger work De temporun 
ratione gives the principal events of each emperor’s reign, with- 
out any dates but those of accession?. His account of Anto- 
ninus Pius begins thus (vi. 305, Giles) : 


Bepa. 

Antoninus cognomento Pius, 
cum filiis suis Aurelio et Lucio 
annos XXII, menses III. Justi- 
nus Philosophus librum pro 
Christiana religione composi- 
tum Antonino tradidit, benig- 
numque eum erga Christianos 
homines fecit. Qui non longe 
post suscitante persecutionem 


1 Gratus and Seleucus really belong 
to 221, but must here denote 144 or 
145, a8 estimated by the consuls whom 
they precede; 142, by their order of 
years of the reign. See Clinton, F. R. 
ii. 186; Mommseen, J. c. 661. 


S. Hieronymus (ed. Pont.) 
Had. 21, Romanorum xu. T. 
Antoninus cognomento Pius, 
cum liberis suis Aurelio et 
Lucio regnavit an. 23 [22 codd. 
multi] mensibus 3. 

A. P. 3. Justinus philoso- 
phus librum pro nostra reli- 
gione conscriptum Antonino 
tradidit.. 


3 Some confusion appears in (at least) 
the printed text of these dates; so that 
at the period of the Antonines the 
year given for the accession of each 
emperor really belongs to that of his 
successor, 
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Bepa. S. Hizronyaus. 
mte Cynico pro Christo A. P. 13. Crescens Cynicus 
nem fudit!. agnoscitur, qui Justino nostri 


dogmatis philosopho, quia se 
gulosum et preevaricatorem phi- 
losophize coarguebat, persecu- 
tionem suscitavit, in qua ille 
gloriose pro Christo sanguinem 
fudit. 


omparison with the Hieronymic version of Eusebius’s Chro- 
shews that Bede has merely combined into one and con- 
d the separate articles on Justin, adding only the words in 
3, which appear to give the sense of the remark appended 
webius (H. E. iv. 12) to his extract from the first Apology?. 
9 Ado (Bibl. Pat. ii. 342,Paris 1624) copied Bede verbatim, 
ut a date. So also Romualdus of Salerno in 1177 (Mura- 
Script. It. vii. 61). Regino wrote in 906 (Pertz. Mon. Hist. 
. Script. i. 544), making much use of the Hieronymic Chro- 

Under Antoninus Pius he has merely “ Justinus philosphus 
>; under M. Aurelius, ‘“ Horum et supra dictorum tempori- 
pronati sunt...apud Pergamum Asise urbem Carpus philoso- 
Papirius diaconus, et Justinus philosophus;” in short, the 
ance of Rufinus’s assertion. But under Commodus he 
s his readers against relying too much on his indication of 
sular reigns®, In 1054 Herimann (Pertz. 1. c. v. 76) affixed 
e year 140 the following: ‘ Antoninus cognomento Pius per 


the printed text adds ‘‘sub Pjo 
episcopo” by a mistake of punc- 
1: these words belong to the next 
ent, about Hermas and his Pastor. 
‘hat Bede was acquainted with 
hurch History as well as the 
cle of Eusebius appears from the 
: to the same treatise (vi. 140 
Perhaps I have been too hasty 
uming that Bede was the first to 
1e narrative into this particular 
But, having carefully examined 
Chronicle in Pertz and Muratori, 
wretty confident that it appears in 
sament printed in those vast col- 
s antecedent to his date: and 


every page of his records of these early 
centuries shews marks of his own ori- 
ginal criticism. 

3 «¢ Hujus temporibus nonnulli passi 
sunt quos supra notavimus. Sed idcirco 
hsec non per ordinem certis imperatorum 
temporibus exprimi potuimus, quia in 
quibusdam passionibus sanctorum supra 
nominatorum imperatorum vocabula ita 
confuse posita sunt, ut, cum dicat rem 
sub Antonino gestam, ignoretur utrum 
sub Pio aut sub Commodo actum sit, 
et, cum dicit sub Lucio, ambiguum sit - 
utrum sub Aurelio aut sub Antonino 
gestum sit.” The good abbot’s discretion 
may atone for his bad Latin. 
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apologeticum Justini Christiani philosophi et postea martyris 
edoctus, clemens efficitur nostris,” which is surely only a dis- 
guised repetition of Bede; and then clumsily adds the two arti- 
cles abridged from the Hieronymic Chronicle, at 143 and 196, 


He is avowedly copied by Bernold in 1072 (Pertz. v. 414); and ©. 


(scarcely varied in year) abridged by the Annales Mellicenses in 
1123 (Pertz. ix. 486), and Rudbert in 1186 (Pertz. ix. 762). 
In 1082 Marianus (Pertz. v. 512, 513) copies the Hieronymic 
Chronicle verbatim about Justin, although he has ecclesiastical 
information for that period from other sources: he seems to 
differ in years; but that is because he places Antoninus Pius’s 
accession in 145 instead of 138. Lastly, in 1106 Ekkehard 
(Pertz. vi. 104, 105) has at Ant. P. 4 half Bede’s article, at 14 
the Hieronymic article on Crescens, and at 15 a notice of the 
alleged letter of Antoninus to the communes of Asia, obviously 
taken directly or indirectly from Eusebius himself (H. E£. iv. 19). 
Thus he and he alone is at last responsible for the whole mass of 
Western tradition respecting Justin. 

The results of our review of the traditional evidence may 
now be stated in few words. Justin’s death,—and that, be it 
remembered, is the main point chronologically attested,—is 
placed by some under Antoninus Pius (July 138 to March 161), 
by others under M. Aurelius (March 161 to March 180). The 
Chronicon Paschale alone of the witnesses for a late time gives a 
definite year, namely 165. But the reign is indicated by a long 
series of authors beginning with Eusebius, and, as I believe, 
deriving their information exclusively from him. On the other 
side we have a much scantier list of names. St Epiphanius dis- 
tinctly places an event subsequent to Justin’s death in 149. or 
150: and Cedrenus and Glycas send us back to the reign of 
Antoninus Pius. Epiphanius’s authority is unknown, but there is 
no reason to suppose it identical with that of Cedrenus (whom 
Glycas very possibly follows); for the one wrote about Tatian, 
and the other about Justin. Further, as we have already seen, 
no less a personage than St Clement may be the source of Ced- 
renus’s account. Thus we have in favour of the reign of Antoni- 
nus Pius two distinct traditions, in favour of that of M. Aurelius 


= __ a ecsemenenasnecemmataansn, ssssaigiila eT as SRT ca aN eT ARaRRRaatacr aa 


only the one long Eusebian tail, suspended ultimately not, as far | 
as we can see, from any earlier author or tradition, but from the — 


historian’s private interpretation of a passage in Justin’s own 
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nd Apology. To that Apology then we are next sent back 
whether there is any evidence respecting it capable of 
tame the now obvious presumption against a late date for 
martyrdom. External evidence there is none except the 
bian catena just discussed. The internal evidence, I have 
to shew, is conclusive for the reign of Antoninus Pius, and 
by cuts the first joint or link on which the whole weight of 
ment for the late date to either Apology or death depends. 
ts apparent proximity to the First Apology is our only clue 
narrower determination. Accepting then from Epiphanius 
or 150 as the posterior, or rather post-posterior, limit of 
n’s life, his first Apology must fall between 138 and that 
It is best to place it tolerably near to 148 or 149, where 
n’s rough 150 years from the Nativity are completed; and 
ppithet ¢pacry wa:deias used of L. Verus tends in the same 
tion. He was fourteen years old on Dec. 15, 144, and 
fore probably assumed the toga virilis at the Liberalia 
arch 145. This then may be taken as the carliest point at 
b Justin was likely to address him as he has done. Accord- 
we may without fear of considerable errour set down Jus- 
first Apology to 145 or better still to 146, and his death to 
The second Apology, if really separate from the first, will 
fall in 146 or 147, and the Dialogue with Tryphon about 
ame time], 
‘he conclusions arrived at in this article will probably sound 
ge to those who are chiefly conversant with modern text 


Volkmar pushes forward his dates 
ather arbitrary manner. At pp. 
54 hesays, ‘‘ Both Apologies belong 
same year after 140, but also, as 
8 by the longer Apology, not long 
i.e. about 150 in the strict sense 
words ; the Dialogue not till after 
shat is, after this one apologetic 
of Justin.” It is impossible, he 
sat p. 466, to fix exactly how late 
147 the Dialogue was written: 
was held at Ephesus (which after 
iy only mean that the scene was 
it Ephesus), and the Apology 
oa at Rome: a departure from 
and a stay in Asia must there- 
tervene, and the Dialogue was at 


least not written till after 142. The 
Acts shew that his stay at Rome on his 
return was long, and he may ‘‘ very 
possibly” have been driven thither by 
the persecutions in Asia in 16--158, 
under which Meliton wrote. We shall 
not then, he says, do wrong in more 
closely determining the Dialogue to 
about 155, after which Justin might be 
martyred about 160. 

Even on Volkmar’s premisses, this is 
surely a wilfully extreme position for a 
critic to take up, who has no special 
purpose to serve; seeing that Antoninus 
Pius died March 7, 161. But I hope I 
have succeeded in shewing that much 


narrower limits may rightly be acoupted. 
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books. A century and a half or more ago views substantially 
the same were backed with the weight of names not yet quite 
forgotten. Pearson was, I believe, the author of the revolt 
against the Eusebian chronology; and he was followed with 
greater or less agreement by Dodwell, Massuet, Baratier, and 

Gallandi. The dark age which succeeded cared nothing for 

Justin Martyr or his times. That reproach is now partly re 
moved, thanks to the renewed interest in Church History and 

biblical criticism in Germany and to somewhat different move- 

ments in England. Yet the steps which have been taken te 

wards restoring the image of the early Church have been uncer- 

tain and few. An immense debt of gratitude is owing to Nean- 

der and Schleiermacher for the work which has already been 

done by themselves or by their scholars: but the kind of criti- 
cism associated with the names of Bentley and Pearson has been 
for the most part neglected by them as dry and unphilosophical, 
and the result is a chaos of weltering theories. In England the 
name of Clinton may be allowed to make up for many deficiencies, 
and the diligence and independence of his labours are above all 
praise. Unfortunately however he is too apt merely to compare 
authorities without sifting their individual value; moreover in 
his ecclesiastical notices he has followed too implicitly the 
episcopal chronology of Pagi, and thereby his determination of 
Justin’s date is altogether perverted. 

It may perhaps be prudent to notice an objection which Ger- 
man if not English critics might naturally be expected to make, 
founded on the respective policies of the two emperors whose 
reigns have been the battle field of this article. The undoubted 
persecutions which took place in the time of M. Aurelius give a 
plausible colour to the notion that he was essentially a perse- 
cutor: and it has now become a theological common-place to 
extol his character as the perfection of stoical virtue applied to 
the duties of a ruler, and then demonstrate its necessary hostility 
to Christianity. On the other hand the mildness of his prede- — 
¢essor’s character has been urged as an argument against the 
probability of his permitting such “unjust” proceedings at Rome 
as the martyrdom of St Justin. I hope at some future time to 
be able to discuss more thoroughly the characters and policies 
of the emperors between Domitian and Commodus. It must suf- 
fice for the present to protest against the sentimental fiction of 
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.urelius as the model heathen emperor, which has become 
pted chiefly through the rhetoric of Gibbon, and has lately 
peared in England out of his pages with new adornments, to 
h the kingdoms of modern Europe the true art of govern- 
t. I will yield to no one in admiration for M. Aurelius in 
ect of much of his private life: but alas for the hapless pro- 
2s that were cursed with his good nature. For some perse- 
mm, committed in a fever-fit of superstition, he is clearly 
onsible: but most of the bloody acts of his reign were per- 
ated by the savage and greedy officials with whom he found 
sagreeable to interfere. With regard to Antoninus Pius, it 
fficult not to suspect that the spurious edict to the assembly 
sia in favour of the Christians has insensibly influenced the 
ls even of those who reject it!. The fact is that we know 
emely little about his reign at all, and yet we do know that it 
marked as a time of portents and strange occurrences, the 
1 occasions of popular violence against the Christians. 
ve all, we know that the state of the law till the middle ~ 
he third century made it very difficult for any but a very 
rmined emperor to restrain a mob or a prefect bent upon 
roying the “atheists.” 
Fenton J. A. Hort. 


IV. 


Notes on the Agamemnon of Aischylus. 


areek tragedy, perhaps, has received more attention from 
lars than the play which forms the opening of the only 
nt trilogy. And it well deserves the pains which have been 
owed upon it. For while the picturesqueness and lyric beau- 
of the choral odes and the dramatic force of the dialogue 


The letters will of course still peror would try to extend to a class of 
n, which Antoninus Pius, accord- harmless men whom he saw to be fre- 
» Meliton (ap. Euseb. H. E.iv.26), quently the victims of cupidity or fanati- 
» to several states wept rod unddéy cism. It does not indicate any dis- 
plfew wept iydv. The phrase ex- pensation from the regular legal pro- 
es very happily the indefinite kind ceedings which might undoubtedly be 
‘otection which a benevolent em-. taken against the Christians. 
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must always attract a number of readers, who will neglect the 
less interesting plays, every one must feel that it presents a 
greater number of peculiar difficulties than almost any other 
relic of the Greek stage. The existing state of the criticism 
and interpretation of this play is well exhibited in Mr Paley’s 
successive editions, and his learning and good taste have gene- 
rally guided him to a right decision, or at least to a defensible 
opinion, in regard to the views, which he has adopted from other 
commentators, or originated himself. There are, however, some 
passages, and those too among the most difficult or interesting 
in the play, in which I am unable to acquiesce altogether in any 
current reading or rendering; and it may perhaps be worth while 
to submit to the judgment of others the conclusions to which | 
have been led on a recent perusal of the Agamemnon. In every 
passage, on which I have anything new to offer, I will first quote 
the immediate context, as it is generally read. The numbering 
of the lines is that in Mr Paley’s second edition (Castabrigia 
1853). 


vv. 11—19: 
edt’ Gv 8¢ vucrindaykroy evdpocdr 7 exw 
evvijy dveipots ovK émioxoroupevny 
éunyv. PdBos yap dvO Unvouv mapactarei, 
rd py) BeBaiws Brehapa cupBadreiv dave: 
grav 8 delSey ff puwiper bas S8oxa, 
Umvou 168° dvriuodroy évréuvwv axos, 
ndalw rér olxov rovde cuphopay orévwy, 
oly ds ta mpdoh apiora Scarovoupéevov. 


Very few critical readers will, I think, be disposed to deny that 
there is an intolerable awkwardness in this passage, and the 
more it is examined, the more it must be felt that the super- 
fluous and ill-placed ¢uj», at the beginning of the third line, has 
usurped the functions of some verb, which is required as the 
apodosis of «dr ay ¢yw, and as the pivot of the ¢d8os ydp, x.r.d. 
which follows. It must also be obvious, that, standing immedi- 
ately under eix7, and immediately above rd yy, the intrusion of 
éuiv is easily accounted for. And it is clear to me that the only 
question, which is really open, is—what verb is at once most in 
harmony with the sense of the passage, and with the traces of 


fy ner 
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the existing text? The watchman says that: “when he keeps 
his night-wandering and dew-drenched lair not visited by - 
dreams, then he—does something—for fear stands by his side 
metead of sleep, so that he cannot close his eyelids in unbroken 
repose; and that when he seems to sing or chirp, by way of 
remedy for the sleep which he is deprived of, then he weeps 
and wails for the unhappy condition of his master’s house.” 
Surely we have here two different statements; when he goes to 
his resting-place, fear ubliges him to substitute for quiescence 
something the reverse of it; and when he tries to cheer himself 
with music, his voice breaks forth in lamentation. All things 
considered, there is no verb so well calculated to take the place 
of éuy», a8 dpe, which, according to palssographical considera- 
tions, is very near it in outward appearance. This word, which 
properly means to go slowly‘ backwards and forwards, to walk 
painfally or reluctantly, is often used by Aischylus to denote 
constrained progress, or going away, when honour, interest, or 
pleasure would call upon us to remain in some place. Thus 
in Eumen. 291 we have: 


ofro: o° ‘Awd\XNwy ovd ‘AGnvaias obevos 

pica ay dore py ov mapnueAnpevoy 

Eppew, rd xaipew pt paldy® Grov dpever. 
This is just the state of restlessness, which the watchman would 
attribute to the influence of his continual fears ; as the Erinnyes 
would goad Orestes, so the sentinel’s terror kept him in continual, 
though reluctant motion. I think therefore that Eschylus wrote 
éppeo, and not ¢yyy in this passage. 


II. 
vv. 69—71: 
off troxdaiwv odf trodciBov 
otre Saxpvoy amriper lepav 
' épyas dreveis mapabedEe. 
No one, I think, who is well acquainted with the style of Aischy- 
lus, can hesitate to adopt the suggestion of Paley and Hermann, 
that ofre daxpiwy is a marginal explanation of one of the two 
preceding participles, probably of irode8wr, and ought to be struck 
out. It seems to me simply impossible that the poet should 
have added such a tame and common-place word as daxpiev to 
his emphati¢ alliteration of troxaiey or trodaioy—whichever is 
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the true reading—and isodci8er. This sort of parechesis in the 
repetition of words beginning with the same preposition is com- 
mon enough, and there is no example, I believe, of its interrup- 
tion by the addition of an uncompounded word. Thus in v. 1530 
we have xawwece, xdrOave, nai xatrabayouer, the effect of which would 
be entirely lost, if the metre allowed or obliged us to write 
Oayouer. So also we might compare v. 1382: dmédices, amérapes, 
dxéwokts 8 Zou, where Hermann has corrected the last word’. 
With regard to the meaning of the passage, I am surprised that 
any one should for a moment hesitate to accept the opinion 
adopted by Bamberger, Dindorf and Hermann, that the Chorus is 
here referring to the sacrifice of Iphigenia. That dupa iepa are 
“sacrifices offered without fire” is sufficiently proved by Pindar, 
Ol. vu. 48: 

xal rol yap al6oicas ¢xovres omépp avéBay proyds od: revéay 8 anv- 

poss lepots 

Gdoos ev dxpordAcs. 
Now this “sacrificing without fire” might either imply, as in the 
passage of Pindar, the neglect of a prescribed form of religious 
worship; or it might denote, as in the case of Iphigenia, the 


to the Lemnian crime, as the climax of 
the other female iniquities, before the 


1 I cannot doubt that we ought to 
make this correspondence of the two 


words beginning with d- more complete 
by reading dxalowy for dxalpws in the 
Choéph. 615. In Theognis 899 (919) 
we read : 

dor’ és Axatpa rovety xal uh Sdper @ 

xn’ €0€\y ris—— 

which would fully explain the dxalpwy 
wévwy. And in the Agamem. 781, dxal- 
pws is used as a synonym for ddlxws : 


youre 5é xpbvy SiarevPdpuevos 
roy Te dtxalws xal Tov dxalpws 
wow olkovpotvra rokirap. 


As the chorus is alluding to cruel and 
murderous actions committed by women 
against their nearest friends, these crimes 
are properly designated as dxa:pa, ‘‘con- 
trary to the right and expected measure 
or rule,” no less than dyeldAcxa, “ un- 
feeling and merciless in themselves.” I 
think too that the order of thought re- 
quires us to place dyr. y’, which refers 


reference to Clytemnestra—in other 
words, to make it the strophe; and then 
what is now orp. y' will follow ina 
natural order as the antistrophe. This 
presumes that we should read dwevxopa 


' in v. 616, éw’ dvSpt Sdors éwecxdrws oéBas 


in v. 619, and tlw 8’ d. é. 6. in v. 620. 
A proper metrical emphasis requires, I 
think, that the beginning of the strophe 
and antistrophe should be arranged 
thus : 


orp. Kaxaw 5¢ rpecBeverar 7d Aircoy 
Adyw* yoaras de , 
5a rdOos xardwrucroy, ixacew Sé ris 
dvr. éwel 5 érepynoduny dperlyov 
wdvev dxalpwy 8é, 
Svogires yaurrcup’ drevxouas Sonos. 
I have taken 54 rd0os from Hermann’s 
ya wd0os. His readings in vv. 614— 
621, and the parenthesis which he sup- 
poses, are quite inadmissible. 
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, Offering up of a human victim, who could not be burnt or 
- eooked, and in part eaten, as all burnt offerings were, by the 
- assembled worshippers. Hence, in the same chorus, the sacri- 
| fice of Iphigenia is described as one against all law, one which 
none might feast on (v. 147): 

onevdopéva Ouciay érépay dvopde mis’ Edacreys. 
Again, the dreveis dpyai, which I have compared with another 
passage of Pindar (see Journal of Class. and Sacred Philology, 
No. II. p. 211), manifestly presume personal fcelings—no doubt 
the stubborn and inexorable resentment of Clyteemnestra. Ac- 
; cordingly, dripw» iepay cannot be the genitive of the subject, but 
must represent the object or cause of the wrath provoked by 
the sacrifice of Iphigenia. And so the passage will mean: “nei- 
ther by offerings of fire nor by offerings of tears will one soothe 
the stubborn wrath excited by that unburnt sacrifice;” which 
is much the same as the sentiment in v. 148: 

pipves yap poBepa waXivopros 

oixovépos Soria prduer pares rexvdmowos. 
This is in fact the key-note to the forebodings attributed to the 
chorus up to the time of the catastrophe. See especially vv. 
1309—1313. 


HL 
vv. 97—103: 
rourey défao’ ors nai Suvaréy 
cal Oépss aiveiy 
wauey re yevou rode pepiprns 
) viv roré pew xaxdppev reebes 
tore & éx Ovowv dyavd haivovo’ 
Anis dpuves porrid’ axiyorov 
rip BvpoBspor ppéiva dim. 
It seems to me scarcely possible that Xschylus should have — 
written Acfaca way re yevou in a construction like this. The pas. 
sages quoted by Paley belong to a different class. Nor can I for 
a moment accept Heindorf’s extraordinary suggestion that the 
construction is yerov Acfaca nase re. It appears much more likely 
that Hschylus wrote A€ZONe, which has been corrupted into 
A€ZAC. With regard to the end of the passage, I cannot hesi- 
tate to adopt the conjecture of Ahrens: drAnoroy Avmys, Ovpopbdpor 
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drnv, which I think is. confirmed by the similar confusion of dry, 
alga, and dvdper, which I have ae out in a note on the 
Antigone, 604—607. 


IV. 
vv. 162—164: 

ov8 dons mapobey fw péyas 

Trappaxy Space Bova 

ovdey Ad~ar mpl» or. 
Various attempts have been made to correct this obviously cor- 
rupt passage. Schiitz and Hermann proposed oid» dy défa, 
Klausen otdey gr: Adéa, Ahrens oid¢ Adfera:z, Markscheffel ofr: Acfera, 
Franz ot Aedégera, Miiller oder dpxéca, Conington oix drdéfera, and 
Paley, adopting the first of these conjectures, renders it, after 
Hermann, nullius momenti est, with reference to the idiom oide 
Aéyer, “it is worthless,” Ar, Equites 334. All these suggestions 
leave the main difficulty untouched, namely, the use of ovdé» or 
some other negative between oidé and its verb; for the relative 
sentence interposed does not appear to me to justify such a 
repetition. Considering the emphatic position of spi» dy, especi- 
ally with reference to the preceding sdpo6ev, I think it most likely 
that the particle viv is concealed in ovdéy, and that the true read- 
ing is viv ddekqoa mp dy. Jupiter is here addressed as Zevs dveg}- 
cop (Soph. Gd. Col. 143). or dreEqripios (Sept. c. Theb. 8). Trou- 
blesome thoughts arise, and the ruling God can alone disperse 
them ; Ze’s réy drefqoee (Hom. Od. m1. 346). Neither he, who 
was aforetime mighty, will now help, being of older date; and as 
for him, who came into being afterwards, he is passed and gone, 
having met with more than his match. But if any one raises the 
song of triumph to Jove with all his heart, in full assurance of 
faith, he will obtain the grace and comfort which he needs. The 
_ difficulty raised about the use of éors with reference to a parti- 
cular person is not supported by the usage of Aischylus: cf. 
Prom. 170: +d véov Bovrevy’ bd” grou oxirrpoy riyas t awoovAGras. $8: 
Sore rd ody Ovnroics mpot8axev yépas. 755: Srp Oaveiv pev dorw ob 
merpopevov. 761: res dx Acds mdcxe xaxds. Pers. 731: dors ‘EAXI- 
omovrov fAmoe oxyoav. Ag. 1035: Hrs fre. 1373: Oavpafoper cov, 
Fries xoprafes. The opposition between viv and mpi» dy is much 
the same as that in Pers. 154: ef rc py) daipwr raratds viv peOéornae 


men £iamisa.s 7 
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. Vv. 
vv. 234—238 : 
éwel wodAans 

sarpos xar’ apdpevas ebrpawé(ous 

qpekper- dye 8 aravperos avdg 

warpos idou rpiréowovdoy ebrorpop 

aléva hdas éripa. 
It is surely very strange that the obvious correction of saava for 
isa should not have established itself in the text. Every one 
ees that the reference is to the psean, which followed the liba- 
ions, and which Iphigenia honoured, ¢. ¢. took a part in; cf. vv. 
185 sqq.: 

Td yupddri por 
pédos éxpdres riovras— _ 

mhere participation in a choral song is directly referred to. 
‘enophon says (Conv. 1. 1): ws 8 dpypébnoay al rpare{a: xa done i- 
avro xal éraidvicay. So also Plato (Conv. p. 176 A): xaraxdwev- 
bs TOU Sexparovs cal Seurvncavyros xal ray GdAov, owovdds re odas 
ocyoacOat xai dcayras roy Gedy cui rdddAa ra vou(dpera rpéwerOa 
pds réy srérov. It is well known that the libations which preceded 
he Peean were just three in number, (1) to the gods above, (2) to 
he gods below, (3) to Jove the saviour; hence the Peean is justly 
alled rpirécrovdos; and as Zevds Ywrip rtpiros was the olkopiAagt 
riey dvdpav (Suppl. 26), we can understand the epithet edrorpos 
ith the same reference. On the whole, nothing can be more 
1 accordance with the natural sense of the context than a read- 
ig which says distinctly that the princess with her innocent 
oung voice affectionately honoured the pan, when the third 
bation had been poured forth to the giver of prosperity in her 
ather’s hospitable halls (with d»8pévas cirpamd{ous comp. dvdpaves 
i€evos Choéph. 701). 


v. 292: 


VI. 


m\éov Kaiovoa Tay elpnuevar. 
‘he usual and, as I believe, the correct translation of this passage 
3 “kindling a brighter flame than those which have been men- 
ioned ;” and some of the commentators explain the fact by a 
eference to the diminished distance between the telegraph- 
tations in this case. It has been suggested that ray elpnyéver 
nay mean “more than their instructions enjoined,” just as we 
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have in v. 1598: cwdpove elpnyevov, “ when prudence has been 
enjoined.” And Dindorf, with characteristic rashness, has ejected 
the passage, in order to foist into the text an anonymous frag- 
ment quoted by Hesychius: mpocadOpi{ovca méumpov prdya. In- 
stead of departing from the usual interpretation of ray eipnpéver, 
or removing this simple passage from the text of Zschylus, I feel 
more disposed to insert the same general reference to the pre- 
ceding statements in a passage of Diphilus, which is otherwise 
hopelessly corrupt. In the well-known Fragment of the Zogra- 
phus (Athen. vil. p. 291 Fr; Meineke, p. 394), that comedian 
describes the cook’s caution in engaging himself by the job; and 
after mentioning some cases in which he profits by the careless 
extravagance of his employers, the speaker gives his reasons for 
eschewing all dealings with economical pic-nie parties, vv. 28, 
29: 
ard ocupBoray cuvdyovra vy Ai’ érepa sou 


évéBadev els roy xépapov aveupnpeva. 


The last word has been the subject of numberless conjectures, 
of which by far the most absurd is Coray’s évovpnyéva; indeed it 
is quite marvellous that Schweighseuser should have quoted such 
a childish criticism, which leaves the metrical difficulty as it 
was, and makes nonsense of the passage. It is clear, as Meineke 
has shown, that xépayos means “eam fori partem ubi coquorum 
erat statio ;” and as cuvdyovra must be the accusative after ép¢ 
Xev, érepa must be the nominative; and this word would have no 
reference if we did not mend at once the sense and the metre by 
reading 4 rdpnpéva or 4 rd elpnpéva for dvevpnuéva: “very different 
motives from those which I have mentioned drive the pic-nic 
caterer to cooks’ row.” That érepos in the sense of “ different.” 
may be followed by #, is well known; cf. Soph. Trach. 835; 
Eurip. Orest. 346. And although the crasis in rdpnpéva is not 
harsher than that in «dra for xai efra, it is sufficiently unusual to 
puzzle an ignorant copyist. 


VII. 
wy. 453—456 : 
ro & tmepxéros kdvew ed 
Bapu: BadrAerat yap socas 
AdOev Képavvos. 


xpive & abovoy sdrBov. 
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Mr George Burges has collected a number of his own emen- 
» dations, which, he says, had been previously suggested by other 
} ¢eritics, and he leaves it doubtful whether these are cases of acci- 
' dental coincidence, or whether he had availed himself of their 
- ingenuity. If we were to accept the rule by which he judges 

others, every such resemblance is a proof of pilfering on the part 
of the subsequent writer. But whatever may be the success of 

Mr Burges’s ingenuity in other cases, no scholar, I conceive, will 
envy either his or Lobeck’s conjectural emendation of the pas- 
Sage quoted above. Lobeck proposed, in the first edition of his 
commentary on Ajax, published nearly half a century ago, and 
not, as Mr Burges says, in his 2nd edition, which appeared in 1835, 
that we should read Badderar yap *Occa 80bev xepavvds “fortasse ut 

Horatius feriunt summos fulmina montes:” and Mr Burges gives 

us: Barrera & axp’ “Ooons didbev xepavvois. The obvious meaning 

of the context obliges us to reject without the slightest hesitation 
this insertion of a frigid common-place. The chorus says that 
to be excessively well-spoken of (of course we must read isepxé- 
wes for trepxdras) is grievous; for—that Jove does something in 
consequence—and that prosperity free from envy is to be pre- 
ferred. From this it is clear that, if schylus wrote with any 
logic in his composition, he must have passed to the preference 
for dfOovos 3\Bos by some sentence which explained the connexion 
between excessive renown and the envy of the Gods. That 
épOoyos is used in the less usual sense of “ unenvied” is clear. To 
the same effect the poet had said v. 369: éorw 8 drypavrov dore 
kamapkety ev mpanidwv Naxévra, Where we must understand émapxeiy in 
Solon’s sense: 
dnu@ péev yap axa récov Kpdros docov émapkei. 

Now that Jupiter in particular was liable to the $6évos which is 

attributed to the Gods in general (see the commentators on 

Herod. 1. 32; wt. 40) is sufficiently shown by the prayer in 

Pindar, Ol. x11l. 25: d@Odvnros trecow yévoto xpévov admravra, Zev marep. 

Nothing then could be more appropriate here than a reference 

to Jove’s envy of the over-prosperous. And as Agamemnon him. 

self is made to say in a subsequent scene (v. 918): 

kai Toicdé py’ euBaivov’ ddroupyéow beav 
pn ris mpdcwbey opparav Badror POdvos— 
I cannot doubt that Klausen is right, when he construes docots 
Vou. III. June, 1856. 14 
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as the dative of the instrument, and refers to the lightning glance 
of indignation which flashed down from the eyes of Jove; thus 


in Sept. c. Theb. 485 we have the phrase: Zets vepérwp ézidos xoraivar, § 


and in Prom. 356: é& épygrev jorpanre yopywrdy cédas. It may bea 
question whether the poet also thought of the outward signs of 
divine envy and displeasure by which the proud were sometimes 


checked in the midst of their prosperity and renown, just as 7 


Jove’s lightning flashes before the steeds of Diomedes, and warns 


him that there is a limit to his self-confidence (Hom. Jl. vm [ 


133). 


VIII. 
vv. 518, 519: 


Tov puciov & papre cat tavaddebpov 


airdéxOovov matpgov eOpicevy Sdpov. 


With regard to pic», I think that Paley has rightly rejected the 
interpretation, which finds favour with Conington and Blackie, 
who were preceded by a very unsafe authority—the late Profes- 
sor Scholefield. It is clear that the poet is hére speaking of 
Helen, the prey or booty, which Paris was obliged to relinquish. 
In addition to this loss he brought destruction on his own native 





city, and thus it is said that the sin is doubly atoned for—not | 
only is restitution made, but the culprit and all his family and , 


race are destroyed. I have referred to this passage chiefly in 
order to protest against the current interpretation of airé,6over. 
We are told that it means “cum ipsa terra,” just as adréroxos in 
v. 135 signifies “cum ipso fetu,” and atravdpos “ cum ipsis viris” 
in Lucian. Now, in the first place, I do not understand the 
meaning of “mowing down a paternal house together with the 
land.” Then, whatever may be said about airéroxos, the common 
meaning of airéy6ov forbids us to seek for a signification entirely 
unconnected with its ordinary usage. It seems to me-that the 
opposition is between the restitution of that which he imported 
from a foreign country, and the ruin he brought besides on his 
own native and paternal home. And I conceive that airéyéoves 
bears the same sense as y6dmos in Gd. Col. 947: 


TowovToy avrois “Apeos etBovAoy mayo 
_ €yo Evvgdn xOdviov BO’, ds ov €a 


rotovcd aAnras rd’ dpov vaiew méAct. 
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IX. 
vv. 529, 530: 

ws mdAN dpaupas ex hpevds p’ avacrevery. 

wé0ev to duedpov rovr’ émivy orvyos orpar@; 
hat orpar@ is a false reading, probably suggested to the careless 
sribe by the crparés at the end of v. 523, I am quite ready to 
dmit with Hermann. But I cannot follow Paley in accepting 
is or rather Emperius’ substitution of dpeva». It seems to me 
nost unlikely that the poet would have introduced this word 
mmediately after ducdpoy, to say nothing of ¢pevds in the preced- 
ng line. Besides, I think we require a dative after érjv, and I 
thould propose: rotr’ én» Ouy@ orvyos, with reference to the 
y3roper meaning of décbvpos; see Hermann on Soph. Electr. v. 212. 


| Xx. 
vv. 594, 595: 
- oS ol8a répyw ot8 exivoyov dari 
GdAov mpds avdpds paddov } xaAxov Baas. 

After all that has been written on this passage, I cannot believe 
hat the text, as it stands, admits of a reasonable interpretation. 
It does not seem to me natural that Clyteemnestra, in boasting 
if her own innocence, should seek a comparison from some diffi- 
mlt art—such as that of enamelling bronze. Still less can I 
hink, with Hermann, that she is alluding to her own murderous 
itentions, and that she disclaims her adultery by disclaiming 
er blood-guiltiness. The passages which he quotes (Soph. Aj. 
5, sch. Prom. 866, Cho. 1005) explain themselves, and throw 
o light on the lines before us. If we were to read 4 yadxds Badds, 
re should get a meaning at once simple and natural: “I know 
o more of clandestine pleasures and their attendant slanders 
han bronze knows of its dyeing:” because the strongest dye 
ray be obliterated from a metal surface. There is a similar 
roverb in Spanish. And the turn of the phrase is not unlike 
hat in the fragment of the Cedalion of Sophocles :; 


Trois gos ey® Adyoow ov Texpaipopat 


ov paddov fH AeuK@ ALOp AevKy oradpn. 


14-2 
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XI. 
vv. 619, 620: 


etpnpov fuap ov mpére Kaxayyedp 

yAdoon ptaivey: xopis 7 tin Oedy. 
Hermann maintains that 7 ri bedy, for 7 becdv tenn, is a solcecism, }. 
and he renders the words thus: 7 ria yopis Gedy ert, “preemium jf. 
sine diis est,” i.e. “‘preemium accipit malorum in re lta nuntius 4 
tale, cui non favent dii.” I should be surprised if any Cambridge j. 
scholar assented either to the condemnation of the ordinary 
rendering, or to Hermann’s improved translation. It seems clear 
to me that the words must mean: “the honour of gods is distinct 
and separate—we must not mix thanksgivings with deprecations ¢ 
—we must not bring at once the offerings of joy and mourning.” } 
For the Greek it is sufficient to quote the line 


xwpis ré 7 elmeiv moAda Kai Td xaipta. 
And for the sentiment to refer to Cicero, Phil.1. 6, 13: “an me 


censetis decreturum ut parentalia cum supplicationibus misce- 
rentur ?” 





XII. 
vv. 786—790: 


Sixas yap ov amd yAodoons Geol 

KAvovtes avdpoOynras “IAiov Pbopas 

els alparnpdy redxos ov dtxoppdrws 

Ynpous evro: ro 8 evavrip Kvire 

éAmls wmpoojes xetpos ov mAnpoupera. 
With the other critics I agree only so far, as to believe with 
them that ye:pdés is a false reading. Hermann’s ypeios, indiga, is 
condemned by the position in which the epithet would appear. 
Paley’s interpretation of Casaubon’s xeiAos seems to me singularly 


ludicrous. He supposes a reference to the story of Pandora as 
told by Hesiod, Op. et D. 96: 


povrn 8 avrd& edmis év dppyxroior Sdporce 





» C4 é e 4 
€vOov eutpve mwidov td xeibeow— 


and understands yxeiAos of the inner and lower rim of the vessel, 
as in Aristoph. Eq. 814: és éxoinoey riv médw pay peoryy eipiy 
émxeihj. Hope, therefore, approached the lower rim, went half- 
way up the inside of the voting-urn. In other words, instead of 
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1g its proper ballast of pebbles, it was about half-full of 
Yl To say nothing of the humorous freak of treating hope 
one of the forty thieves, and making her anxious to have a 
round stones on the top of her head, I must deny that 
see xeidos could be said of the contents of a vessel. I have no 
»t that Casaubon, when he proposed this emendation, under- 
d that Hope, the goddess, went up to the unfilled urn. At 
rate, this is the obvious force of the context. All the Gods 
their votes into the urn of condemnation, and Hope alone 
t up tothe urn of acquittal. That this is the general meaning 
lear. _ But, as the text stands, xepés creates an insuperable 
culty. For, as the genitive after Anpoupevg, it must, according 
he Greek idiom, be equivalent to id yepes ; but the hand was 
the agent but the instrument of the filling: so we have in 
Ih, Phil. 324: Ovp@ yévorro xeipa mAnpdoai wore: and in any case 
should expect yepav instead of yepcs. In short, if Eschylus 
| intended to speak of the hands of the voting deities, he 
st have written yepoiv. The true reading, however, seems to 
to lie somewhat deeper. It will be observed that Aschylus, 
tead of efndpicavro says Whpous ebervro, although the common 
b would have suited his metre, and though this mode of ex- 
ssion involves a harsh construction of the second accusative 
e. I can hardly conceive that he would have gone out of his 
y to introduce the word yydous, if he had not wished to lay 
1e stress on the fact, well known of course to his hearers, that 
voting was by means of round sea-pebbles placed in an urn. 
s scarcely necessary to show that this was the case. Thus 
dar speaks of the movriav papev dpibpdv (Ol. xl. 44), and says 
, XI. 9): viv Wadov Atocopevay ora ipa xaraxdvoce peov; and with 
same reference to the place where the voting-pebbles were 
ked up, Aristophanes humorously designates the old dicast’s 
‘ivate collection” as a beach or sea-shore of shingle, Vesp. 
», 110: | 
Widow dé deicas py Senbein sore, 
iy Exot Sixalew, alytardv Evdov rpepec. 

w the poetical term for a collection of Wide or sea-pebbles is 
is; thus Pindar, Pyth. v1. 12: odr’ dvepos és puxots dards afore 
spy xepade rumrépevov. That the xepas was expressly distin- 
shed from the sand and mud found at the bottom of the 
ter is shown by a passage in Hom. JI. xx. 316 sqq.: 
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nut yap ovre Binv xpacpnoépew ofte te eidos 

otre ra (leg. rt) revyea xdda Ta Tov pada ved Aipvns 
xeioe? tm’ ivos xexaduppéva: xad dé pu adroy 

eAtow Wapadotory ads, yepados meptyevas 

puploy, ovd8€ of doré’ émorycovrat Ayatot 


adddéEa réconv of dowv xabvmepbe Kadrio. 


Here we see that dors, colluvies, as a general term includes the 
mud or slime (Ais), the sand (ydyados), and the pebbles (xepas) | 
found at the bottom of the sea. And that yepas denoted a number 
of stones is shown by the fact that the word is used in speaking j- 
of an altar made of small stones; Apoll. Rhod. 1. 1123: Bapis ¥ 
8 ad xepados mapeviveov. We have thus a poetical word, distinctly 
expressing the collection of pebbles made by the votes put into 
the urn, sufficiently resembling the unintelligible yepds of the 
manuscripts, and not so common as to be understood by the 
copyist. And when we remember that mAnpouzéevm requires a : 
genitive of the materials, that, by substituting Wydous eOevro for 
éyndicavro, schylus has made a direct reference to the stones 
themselves, and that the present tense of the participle directs 
our attention to what was going on at the other urn, it seems to 
me at least more than probable that the true reading is yepados 
od mAnpovperm, and that the poet’s meaning is as follows: “the Gods 
without any hesitation put their pebbles for the man-slaying 
destruction of Troy into the urn of condemnation; but to the 
other vase Hope came up, as it was not being filled with the sea- 
stones.” The insertion of the « in yxepds, for xepAAos, is an easy 
result of the copyist’s misconception. A similar corruption is 
observable in a passage of Sophocles, where this little vowel is 
the sole obstacle to the removal of an outrageous solccism, 
which has escaped the notice of all the editors’. In Soph. Electra 
780 we find: 





1 T see that the same correction is 
proposed, somewhat doubtfully, by Mr 


Dem. Nicostr. p. 1246, I should not 
hesitate to read ovx ay éteipe. The way 


Shilleto in his appendix on Wer’ ob (ad 
Dem. de fals. Leg. pp. 202 sqq.). Iam 
disposed to concur in the explanation 
by which he would account for the 
other apparent exceptions to the general 
rule. With regard to those, which he 
finds more difficult, I would venture to 
make the following suggestions. In 


to égeupety has been through éeipa, 
misunderstood by a copyist, who did 
not know the rule about the omission of 
the temporal augment in verbs begin- 
ning with ed- (Herodian. Herm. p. 314. 
xxxviii.). This passage does not appear 
to me, as it does to Mr Shilleto, to be 
very similar to that in the Phonies. 
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dor’ obre wuerds tnvow ofr é€ iuépas 

éué oreyafew ndvy- add’ 6 spocraray 

xpdvos Bipyé ys aley os Oavovperny. 
vy, if there is anything certain in Greek syntax, it is a fixed 

that dore should be followed by » with the infinitive in 

ely dependent clauses, and by od with the indicative in a 
ence like this; and as we have the imperfect indicative in 
adversative sentence, it is clear that we must omit the « in 
age and read dy éoréyafev. 
I take this opportunity of suggesting a new interpretation 
another passage of Sophocles, in which, as it appears to me, 
rence is made,-as in the lines before us, to the vote of 
demnation. All the commentators have found great diffi- 
y in the following lines of the Ajax 798, 799: 

mapeor éxeivos apr ryvde 3 efodoyv 

ddeOpiay Alayros éAmifes pépewv. 
ar all perhaps the true interpretation is, “he fears that this 
1g forth gives the death-vote of Ajax—passes sentence of 
th upon him.” We have drgcépia Widos in Sept. c. Theb. 180; 
Viipov hépew in Eumen. 680. 


XIII. 

wv. 934—938 : 

otxos 8 tmapxe ravde oiv Geois, avaé, 

Exes meverOa 8 ovx émicrarat ddpos. 

TOAAOY sraTno poy eiparwy ay nuéapuny, 

Sdporot mpovvexOevros €v xpnornpiots 

Wuyis xéptorpa rode pnxavaperns. 
3eems to me unnecessary to adopt Porson’s conjecture of 
s for oixos. On the contrary, I think that it would spoil the 
3e, and deprive us of the opposition between oixos at the 


On the contrary, I think that dore pn oly drayrd o” eld&a, and I 
sition of the negatives inthe main would therefore read : 
xe, and the occurrence of the a»  ofc6’* ov uaxpay yap Tetxéwy wepirTuxat 
he illative sentence, make all the ws uh ovx dwavrd o” clidvar rd Spwpeva. 
rence in the passage of Demosthe- The use of ws for Wore may have led to 

As the positive assertion would the corruption; see however isch. 
axpay yap K.7.rX. Gore wh dwavrd Eum. 36: ws wire owxely wire pw dxralvew 
iévat, it seems to me that the nega- Bdow. For Wore ph od cf. Humen. 292, 
assertion requires ob waxpdy x... quoted above in No. I. 
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beginning and ddyos at the end of the clause. The construction | 
is sufficiently supported by the last lines of Theocritus xxI1.: 


cal ds duds oixos trdpyet, 

rota gépw. yepdwv 8¢ Oeois xdAdcroy dody. 
It must be remembered that olxos means not only the house, like 
8éuos, but also the stock and store of accumulated wealth, the | 
meptovoia xpnudrev, in which vestments formed a conspicuous part: } 
hence such phrases as, év6a «’ doxvos dvjp péya olkov dpédrXoe (Hesiod. 
Op. et D. 493), and ala 8¢ olkos épéddero (Hom. Od. xiv. 233). 
The meaning of the passage clearly is, “we have a store of these 
things to enjoy or possess with the favour of the Gods:” cf.’ 
Eumen. 161: Bdroovpdv dpapevoy dyos fxev. That the gen. pynyavepens 
has been suggested by ricde seems pretty obvious, but I prefer 
reading pnxavepéemm, with Blomfield and Dindorf, to the dative 
unxavenévy, which finds favour in the eyes of Franz, Paley and 
Hermann, but which is objectionable on account of dépzos. There } 
is every reason to believe that Aschylus must have been ac- - 
quainted with Pindar’s fourth Pythian ode, which was written 
about eight years before the Agamemnon, and it is not improbable 
that the phrase yoyjs xéuiorpa may have been suggested by 
Pindar’s day Woxav xopiga (P. Iv. 159), or by rd 8 adris redy yoyav 
xopifas of pot Suvaréy which occurs in an ode written about the same 
time as this trilogy, (VV. vu. 44) cf. P. 1. 56: dvd’ ee Gavarov 
xopicat 70n dAwxéra, where we have the same reference to Hscula- 
pius as in the following chorus (v. 990). But Aschylus uses the 
word yWux7 with reference to the soul of a living man; and xopifew, 
implied in his xéyorpa, signifies merely to bring back to Greece 
the living Agamemnon, just as Pindar says of the Greeks them- 
selves (O. xii. 57): rot pév yever hii oviv ’Arpéos ‘Edévay xopifovres. 
Whereas Pindar refers in his fourth Pythian to the wish of Phrixus 
that his relations would bring back his exiled soul to his native 
land, and in the other passages to bringing back the soul from 
the grave. There may, however, be some intention to make 
Clytzemnestra express herself here also with studied ambiguity, 
and the participle pnxavepévn indicates the purpose for which she 
desired to have the life of Agamemnon at her disposal. 
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XIV. 
vv. 972—974: 
pada yé rot ras woddas tyteias 
axépecroy réppa, védcos yap [det] 


yeiroy dpdrotxos epeidec. 


Some seventeen years ago I explained this passage by a refer- 
ence to Solon (p. 80 Bach): sovrov 8 obdéy réppa mehacpévor 
drSpaor xeirat, x.t.r., and suggested that adxépecros must mean 
“uncertain,” “unsteady,” “wayward,” “always changing its 
place,” both in these words and in two other passages of the 
Agamemnon ; 1304: 1d pév ed mpdocew dxépecrov pu mact Bporoics. 
1461: xaxdy alvoy drnpas rvyas dxopéorov. And I found the same 
signification still more strongly expressed in the words of Sopho- 
cles, Gd. Col. 120: sod nupet éxrémos ovbeis 56 mavrov 6 mavrwy dxope- 
oréraros (New Crat. § 335), I have lately observed a remarkable 
confirmation of this view, especially in its application to the 
passage last cited, in the similar words of the chorus in the 
Ajax, where the sailors are vainly seeking their hero, just as the 
chorus in the other play are impatiently hunting for the blind 
king of Thebes. The Salaminian sailors say somewhat peevishly 
(vv. 871 sqq.): 
oxérhia yap 
eye ye Toy paxpov adatay mévev 
ovpip py medacat Spduq, 


GAN’ apévnvoy avdpa py evocew Sov. 


Here the epithet duémvos has seemed so difficult to Musgrave 
that he conjectures peznvdr’ avipa, and Hermann can find no better 
rendering than virum morbo debilitatum, which is quite incon- 
sistent with the context. But we must recollect that dyévnvos, or 
dpernvds, is generally used by Homer to denote the fleeting or 
flitting shades of the dead: and when applied to the transitory 
life of man in general it bears the same meaning. As it is 
beautifully expressed in our funeral service: “Man that is born 
of a woman hath but a short time to live; he fleeth as it were a 
shadow, and never continueth in one stay.” If then d-pevr-nvds is 
derived from peévew, the origin of the word fully explains its 
ordinary acceptation, and it will denote in the passage of the 
Ajax that the hero eluded the search of his friends, slipped 
through their fingers, just as Aschylus says of the nightly 
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vision, BéBaxev dys da yepav. The same is plainly the meaning of 
dxopeoréraros in the parallel passage of the Cdipus Coloneus, 
except that here the idea of mobility and flitting is derived 
from that of a fickle, inconstant, and dissatisfied temper. Con- 
versely, Shakspere uses “ fleeting,” which is properly the equi- 
valent of duevnvds, to denote “ changeable, inconstant,” which are 
rather the rendering of dxdpecros; thus in Richard IIT. we have: 
‘Clarence is come; false, fleeting, perjured Clarence ;” and in 
Antony and Cleopatra: “now the fleeting moon no planet is of 
mine.” The meaning then of the passage before us clearly is: 
“the boundary-wall of great health is fleeting: for disease, like 
a next-door neighbour, is always leaning against the partition.” 


XV. 
vv. 1167—1170: 
KA. éxpaptupnooy mpovpdoas té p eidévat 
Ady madatas rovd’ ayuaprias ddpov. 
XO. «al més dy Spxos, wivypa yervaios mayer, 
TALVLOY YEVOLTO ; 
I return to these lines for the purpose of maintaining the inter- 
pretations, which I proposed in the New Cratylus, §§ 311, 397; 
the more so, as those interpretations have furnished the occasion 
for a somewhat remarkable procedure on the part of the last 
editors of the Agamemnon. I had proposed that, as ypdv@ xdvris 
occur in combination both in Pindar, Pyth. x1. 32, and in Aschy- 
lus, Choéph. 641, we may regard this juxta-position as equivalent 
to a compound such as xpovoxdvrés; and similarly, that, as Adve 
madawds Occur in combination both in Asch. Agamemn. 1168 [1199] 
and in Soph. Gd. Tyr. 1395, this juxta-position might be simi- 
larly explained as equivalent to madaidaros; cf. Agam. 727: wa- 
Aaigaros év Bporois yépwv Adyos. Choéph. 622: mpecBeverat Ady. 
Of this suggestion Mr Paley says in his first edition: “ddye 
mwakaas quasi unum verbum jungit Donaldson, quod vix placet.” 
In his second edition he adds: “qui vix recte contulit Hd. Tyr. 
1395 ;” and he adopts the reading proposed by Dobree and Her- 
mann: rd pi eidévae Adyp, “NON ex rumore tantummodo scire.” 
Hermann says: “apertum est aut deesse negationem, aut inep- 
tum esse Adye, quod non magis hic referri potest ad sadaids, 
quam in Sophoclis Gd. R. 1397, ubi cum rdrpa conjunctum que 
patria dicebamini significat.” The reader will remark, that, 
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rding to Hermann himself \4y—e cannot be connected with 
u, unless we depart from all the MSS., and substitute the 
"oper crasis rd py «idea: for the simple clision ro pg clio 
. its gloss rd éé. Nor does Hermann tell us how scares 
ra must be understood, if we separate the adjective from 
explanatory dative Aédyp. Now we have another passage 
vhich the collocation Acyp wsadasés occurs. It is of course 
ible that this juxta-position in the two cases is a for- 
ous coincidence ; but such a supposition is contrary to the 
ictions of sound criticism. Half a dozen similar col- 
tions would settle the idiomatic value of \éyp salads as 
equivalent to wadai-¢aros. Two make it probable that the 
a-position amounts to an intelligible combination. Leave 
the sada in the passage of Sophocles, and all Greek scholars 
t admit that, to give the meaning which Hermann assigns to 
passage, we ought to read ra Asye wérpea Beparae. Surely then 
-wadaa ought to be taken together, as they would be if the 
d warpca were omitted from the clause. And it appears to me 
. the most natural rendering of the passage is in accordance 
1 this collocation: “ O Polybus and Corinth, and ye paternal, 
‘ord-original mansions ;” i. e. “O Polybus—whom I thought to 
my Father; and Corinth—which was called my original 
ie;” cf. Agam. 519 as explained above, No. VIJL Just so 
this passage of the Agamemnon: “bear witness in my 
once, having first taken an oath in my presence, that I 
w the sins of this house although they are old in story.” 
" one, who has read the introductory chapters m Thucy- 
28, must understand the difficulty which the Greeks attri- 
2d to the acquisition of accurate knowledge respecting 
ient events, and that historian thinks it enough to say, that 
has investigated the facts ds sada civa: dnoxyperres (L 21), or 
‘e fully: ra pév ody wadaid roaira ebpor, xadera Svra wavri éfns 
npio moretoa (1. 20). What then is more natural than that 
sandra should pledge the chorus to a record of this proof 
her inspiration—namely, that she—a foreigner—should be 
» to speak of the past history of the Argive royal family, 
as though she had been an eye-witness of the horrible 
dent to which she refers? And the chorus, in fact, express 
mishment on this very account. Thinking then that the 
ocation Aéy@ wadads in two distinct passages cannot have been 
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accidental, and believing that this combination gives the best 
and most natural meaning in both cases, I abide by the inter- 
pretation and comparison which I first suggested, and do not 
trouble myself to inquire whether Hermann derived from me the 
citation of the parallel passage in the Gdipus Tyrannus. 

In regard to the words of the chorus, I remarked that in- 
attention to the Greek idiom, which expresses an almost hopeless 
wish by més dy with the optative, had prevented all the commen- 
tators from seeing the force of this passage, to which the same 
idiom very naturally applies. Mr Shilleto, in a note in his 
valuable edition of Demosthenes de falsa legatione, § 257, quotes 
this remark of mine with the following comment: “ But ‘surely 
the inattention has been on the writer’s own part to the usage 
of xai més.” Hence Mr Paley, in his first edition, after referring 
to my suggestion about Ady madads, says: “idem vir doctus 
ibidem vertit xai was dv utinam; quem recte reprehendit Shilleto.” 
Mr Paley’s first edition was published in 1845: and in the 
Wiener Jahrbucher der Litteratur 150, for July, August, and 
September, 1846, Godfrey Hermann reviewed Paley’s Orestea, 
together with Franz’s edition of the same plays, and Mr Lin- 
wood’s Eumenides. Having been long established in public 
reputation as the promised editor of Mschylus, the veteran 
professor of Leipzig treated these three attempts to forestal his 
long-deferred labours, as, I am sorry to say, all Germans treat 
those whom they regard as poachers on their manors. He has 
scarcely a good word for any one of the three;.and Mr Paley 
in particular is scolded like a school-boy, who has sent up a 
series of bad exercises. It is not my present object to examine 
Hermann’s review, or to point out his arrogance and bad taste, 
and to censure the jealousy which in this case, as in that of 
Miiller’s Eumenides, prevented him from forming a fair estimate 
of other commentators on Aschylus. I merely refer to the 
article, as a proof that he had read the notes in Paley’s edition 
of the Agamemnon; and to mention that he makes no remark 
on the passage before us. In 1852 his posthumous edition of 
Zschylus was given to the world, and I speak the opinion, I 
believe, of all scholars, when I say that it was a grievous literary 
disappointment. But I have no cause to complain of his note on 
this passage; for he adopts my view and repeats the reasons 
by which I had supported it, without mentioning the name of 


” 
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she author from whom, through Paley, he had derived it. This 
reticence is so common a practice among the Germans, in regard 
to English writers—indeed, it is so necessary to a German’s 
reputation that he should not be thought to be indebted to 
English learning—that one takes it as a matter of course; and 
I can only be gratified to find Hermann jurantem in verba ma- 
gistri. Hermann’s note, which is as follows, takes precisely the 
same ground that I had done: “inepte addidisset A’schylus 
yevaios mayév, 81 queereret chorus, quid prodessc jusjurandum 
posset. Hoc potius dicit, atque utinam jusjurandum, firmamentum 
generose firmatum, medelam afferre possit! quo indicat, quamvis 

sanctissimum jusjurandum tamen nihil profuturum esse.” With 
this interpretation—except that he ought to have written posset— 
Imust of course concur, for it is my own. And being adopted 
by Hermann it has produced a certain effect on Mr Paley, who 
in his second edition says merely “xai mas av utinam vertunt 
Donaldson et Hermann,” without any reference to Mr Shilleto 
and his “recte reprehendit ;” and in the English edition, which 
has recently appeared, Mr Paley attributes this rendering to 
Hermann only. Mr Shilleto on the other hand sticks to his 
briefly expressed charge of “inattention to the usage of xai mas ;” 
and merely adds in his second edition, “though Hermann adopts 
the same translation.” Now I have no fault to find with Mr 
Shilleto for adhering to his own opinion, and I cannot ask him 
to accept Hermann as a conclusive authority, for I would not 
do this myself. But I think that when two persons, who have 
devoted a good deal of time to-Greek criticism, and one of whom 
—Hermann—enjoys the very highest reputation as a veteran 
scholar, concur in the interpretation of a passage, the censor is 
bound to bestow a little extra attention, perhaps to condescend 
to a little explanation, on the subject on which he passes judg- 
ment so decidedly. For it is just possible that Mr Shilleto may 
understand rules better than principles; it is just possible that, 
though undoubtedly he is a very accurate scholar, he may still 
be far from perfect as a philologer. At any rate, I will treat 
him with more respect than he has shown to me or Hermann, and 
will give him some reasons for thinking that we are right and 
that he is wrong. Porson’s note on the Pheniss. 1373 is the 
canon by which he judges me, and it is in the following words : 
“eo nomine xai més vitiosa est lectio, quod objicientis fere est 
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vel contradicentis, ut mode 1367. Sensus [formule és xai] est, 
Dic preterea quomodo.” There is nothing in my explanation 
of the passage of the Agamemnon to show that I was inattentive 
to this usage. The wish expressed by the chorus, as I under. 
stand it, involves an objection, and I have actually used the word 
“objection” in explaining it. Indeed mds 4» itself expresses, as 
one of the commentators says, the wish of one qui vix confidat 
fore quod optaverit. But there is no reason why an objection 
should not be expressed in the terms of a despairing wish or 


prayer. It is a good thing to know the facts of a language, but : 


it is something better and higher to know the reasons which ~ 


explain and account for the facts. And Mr Shilleto must excuse 
me for reminding him—perhaps I might say, for informing him— 
that the point involved in the proper rendering of xai was dy is not 
so much the position of «ai, as, which is a much more impor- 
tant question, the position of dy. That this particle is placed 
after the word which bears the stress of the sentence is, I pre- 
sume, a fact well known to all Greek scholars. Accordingly, when 
mas, OF ris, OF wére is used with dy and the optative to express a 
wish, it is necessary that a4y should immediately follow the 
interrogation which gives the whole colour to the sentence. 
For the optative with ay is otherwise removed from the imme- 
diate influence of the interrogative particle. As a matter of fact 
and as a matter of reason, this is always found to be the case; 
thus we have Soph. Phil. 631: 


a “a en > A! 
mos av uly expavns 


epy@ yevoiuny as pp Eecbe mpoogua;g ; 


not yevoiuny av. So also in Asch. Agam. 605; Soph. Phil. 783, 
1198; Aj. 381; Eurip. Hippol. 209; Suppl. 796. Indeed I know 
no passage in which was dy signifies utinam when the two parti- 
cles are not placed in strict collocation. Similarly when ris 
expresses a wish, it is always closely followed by av, as in Agam. 
1423: qed ris av év taxes py mepidduvos x.7.A. podot poipa. Soph. Cd, 
Col. 1100: ris dv dedv cot rév8? dporov dvdp’ ieiv Soin. On the con- 
trary, if there is no wish expressed, the dy attaches itself to the 
optative in spite of the interrogation; thus we have in the Agam. 
271: kai ris 1d8 e£ixotr’ dv dyyéXov rayos; Eurip. Phen. 1367: 
kai mas yévowr Gy ravde Svomotudrepa. Both of which passages 
were before Mr Shilleto. The fact is that the formula xa! 
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‘wos Tight appear in its merely cavilling sense, without any 
reference to the construction of the sentence, and even by itself; 
ef. Asch. Choéph. 525: kai més; adrpwrov ot6ap fw ind arvyds; 
with Plato, Theeetet. 163 D: xal was; répas yap ay etn & Aeyers; and if 
the suppressed sentence requires an é», it must in this case 
closely follow the mas, as in Plato, Resp. 1. 353 C: xai sas dv; eqn, 
where of course the full sentence would be xai més drepydoaut’ ay; 
cf, Theetet. 186 Dp. 188 c. If, however, Mr Shilleto denies that 
was Gy can convey a wish merely because it is preceded by «ai, 
he must deny also that cai mér’ 4v can be optative; and then he 
will have to find a new rendering for sch. Choéph. 388: 


cat wor ay apdiBadrrs 

Zevs emt xeipa Bador; 

ged, dev! xapava daitas 

miuoTa yévotto xwpa. 

Sixay 8 €& adixay amare. 
For here the whole sentence is precative. On these accounts, 
I maintain the interpretation, which I proposed many years ago, 
and reject as both groundless and inaccurate the criticism which 
Mr Shilleto has put forth and repeated with such confident 
brevity. 


| XVI. 
vy. 1186—1189: 


tn’ at pe Sewds dpOoparreias mévos 

otpoBet rapacowy dpopios epnpévovs. 

épare rovade rovs Sduos enpevous 

véous, dveipwy mpoohepeis poppapact ; 
That édnpévovs in the second line is a mere anticipation of the 
same word written immediately beneath it, is admitted by all the 
editors, so far as I know: but they are not agreed as to the 
proper word to be substituted for it. Franz proposes gavracpa- 
tov. Hermann has introduced into the text the very improbable 
and, as I think, tasteless alliteration gpomiow dvopporpios. I should 
be disposed to take the necessary supplement from the Chorus’ 
description of Cassandra’s own words in v. 1121, and to read 
dpoipio Svagdros, which might have been absorbed in an abbre- 
viation of the 8dyuos épnpévovs written below. 
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vel contradicentis, ut mode 1367. Sensus [formule zs xai) est, 
Dic preterea quomodo.” There is nothing in my explanation 
of the passage of the Agamemnon to show that I was inattentive 
to this usage. The wish expressed by the chorus, as I under. 
stand it, involves an objection, and J have actually used the word 
“ objection” in explaining it. Indeed ds ay itself expresses, as 
one of the commentators says, the wish of one qut vix confidat 
fore quod optaverit. But there is no reason why an objection 
should not be expressed in the terms of a despairing wish or 
prayer. It is a good thing to know the facts of a language, but 
it is something better and higher to know the reasons which 


explain and account for the facts. And Mr Shilleto must excuse - 


me for reminding him—perhaps I might say, for informing him— 
that the point involved in the proper rendering of cai mas ay is not 
so much the position of «cai, as, which is a much more impor- 
tant question, the position of dy. That this particle is placed 
after the word which bears the stress of the sentence is, I pre- 
sume, a fact well known to all Greek scholars. Accordingly, when 
mos, OF ris, OF wére is used with dy and the optative to express a 
wish, it is necessary that 4» should immediately follow the 
interrogation which gives the whole colour to the sentence. 
For the optative with a» is otherwise removed from the imme 
diate influence of the interrogative particle. As a matter of fact 
and as a matter of reason, this is always found to be the case; 
thus we have Soph. Phil. 631: 


a a e A > 4 
was ay vw expavns 


epy® yevoiunvy as pp Eecbe mpooduas ; 


not yevoiunv dy. So also in Asch. Agam. 605; Soph. Phil, 783, 
1198; Aj. 381; Eurip. Hippol. 209; Suppl. 796. Indeed I know 
no passage in which mas dy signifies utinam when the two parti- 
cles are not placed in strict collocation. Similarly when ris 
expresses a wish, it is always closely followed by dv, as in Agam. 
1423: ed ris av ev raxet py mepidduvos x.7.A. pddoe poipa. Soph. (Ed. 
Col. 1100: ris av bedv oor révd" Gptorov dvdp’ ieiv Soin. On the con- 
trary, if there is no wish expressed, the 4» attaches itself to the 
optative in spite of the interrogation ; thus we have in the Agam. 
271: Kat ris 1d8 £ixotr’ &v dyyéAov raxyos; Eurip. Phen. 1367: 
kai w&s yévowr ay ravde Svomotpdrepa. Both of which passages 
were before Mr Shilleto. The fact is that the formula ea 
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-was might appear in its merely cavilling sense, without any 
reference to the construction of the sentence, and even by itself; 
cf. Hisch. Choéph. 525: xat més; adrpwroy ot6ap Fv ind orvyds; 
with Plato, Theetet. 163 D: xai wis; répas yap ay ety 8 réyers; and if 
the suppressed sentence requires an dy, it must in this case 
closely follow the was, as in Plato, Resp. 1. 353 c: xal was dv; &pn, 
where of course the full sentence would be xai més dmwepydcawt’ dy; 
cf. Theetet. 186 p. 188 c. If, however, Mr Shilleto denies that 
ses Gy can convey a wish merely because it is preceded by «ai, 
he must deny also that cai mér’ 4v can be optative; and then he 
will have to find a new rendering for Esch. Choéph. 388: 
cat mér’ av daudcBad2s 
Zevs emt xeipa Baro; 
ev, dev! xapava daitas 
muta yévotro xwpa. 
Sixay 8 é€ adixay araroa. 
For here the whole sentence is precative. On these accounts, 
I maintain the interpretation, which I proposed many years ago, 
and reject as both groundless and inaccurate the criticism which 


Mr Shilleto has put forth and repeated with such confident 
brevity. 





| XVI. 
vy. 1186—1189: 


tn’ at pe Sewds opOopavreias mévos 

otpoBet tapacowyv dpotpios ednpévovs. 

dpare rovaede rovs Sdpois édnpévous 

véous, dveipwy mpoohepets popdapact ; 
That épnpévovs in the second line is a mere anticipation of the 
same word written immediately beneath it, is admitted by all the 
editors, so far as I know: but they are not agreed as to the 
proper word to be substituted for it. Franz proposes gavracpa- 
cov. Hermann has introduced into the text the very improbable 
and, as I think, tasteless alliteration ¢poiios dvogppoipios. 1 should 
be disposed to take the necessary supplement from the Chorus’ 
description of Cassandra’s own words in v. 1121, and to read 
dpotpiows dveddros, Which might have been absorbed in an abbre- 
viation of the ddpos épypévous written below. 
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XVII. 
vv. 1238: 


ir és POdpov mweodvr’ ayabo 8 apeiyropna. 
Hermann here says: “Scholefieldius meam emendationem, ne- 
sciens cujus esset, recepit, 

tr’ és POdpov weodvr’ éyo 8 ay epopat. 
Communicavi eam ante multos annos meis cum auditoribus,” 
And in his review of 1846 (p. 173), he makes the same obser- 
vation: “es liegt vor Augen, dass wie ich vor vielen Jahren in 
meinen akademischen Vorlesungen erinnerte, zu schreiben ist: 
éy® 8 dy éfoua. Diese emendation hat Scholefield aufgenommen, 
dem sie anonym bekannt worden war.” We may see from this 
that Hermann was eager enough to claim his own emendations, 
though he was not so particular about acknowledging the sug- 
gestions which he himself derived from English scholars. I do 
not know how many years before 1846 Hermann proposed 
this certain correction in his lecture-room, but I find by a note 
in the margin of my Blomfield’s Agamemnon, which I made in the 
spring of 1831, that it was communicated to Mr Soames of 
Trinity by another senior classic, Mr Stratton of the same col- 
lege, in 1828; and I have lately heard that the original author 
of this excellent emendation was Professor Selwyn, who mentioned 
it to Mr Stratton, while reading with him as a private pupil. 
It came to my knowledge in 1831 from a friend of Mr Soames, 
also a fellow of Trinity, who was at that time my private tutor: 

roid é€rowsot Aaumadnpdpwv vdport, 
@Xos map’ addov d:adoyais mAnpovpevor— 

and I think it just as likely that Hermann got it at second hand 
from Cambridge, as that it came here from his lecture-room. 


XVITI. 
vv. 1294—1297 : 
nrio 8 érevxopat 
mpos voraroy das Trois Epos Tipadpors 
€xOpois huvevor rots epois rive dpov 
SovAns Gavovons edpapovts xetpoparos. 
If any special proof were needed of Klausen’s incapacity in point 
of judgment and scholarship to edit such a play as the Agamem- 
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non, it would be supplied by his notes on this passage. He thinks 
that the text is correct and supposes that éyOpois povetox rois duots 
may be taken together, as the object of rive», which he under- 
stands as meaning “to inflict a punishment;” that the dative rots 
epois ripadpos depends on émevxopa; and that duod means “as easily 
as they will slay me a slave!” I do not hesitate to include in 
the censure, which I must pass on this interpretation, the sup- 
pert which it has received from Dr Peile and Mr Conington. It 
cannot be proved, and is not proved by the passages in Soph. 
(Ed. Col, 229, 1203; Msch. Choéph. 645, that rive» is ever used 
in the ordinary sense of rivec6u. It is obvious that rois dyois has 
dropped down from the previous line; and even if it was not 
liable to an objection in point of style, the position of the article 
would prevent us from taking it with éy4pois govedor. Above all, 
it seems to me certain that rivey syov is not Greek. Paley’s 
interpretation is better than Klausen’s only because he does not 
give a false meaning to rivers. Gf the corrections proposed by 
those who have had the sense to see the impossibility of acqui- 
escing in the text as it stands, the most unwarrantable is that 
which appears in Hermann’s posthumous edition. Having found 
in Hesychius the gloss doxevors: Wedois, drapacxevass Aloxvdos ‘Aya- 
péuvon—he conceives that the word belongs to this passage, and 
makes up an imaginary lacuna as follows: 
nrio & érevxopat 

mpos vorarovy gas: Baciiéws ripadpovs 

toas Sixas davévras doxevors spov 

€xOpois povetos rois euois rive épov 


SovAns x.1.A. 


Now in addition to all the other objections to this desperate 
remedy, there is no reason for believing that Hesychius referred 
rather to the Agamemnon than to the Choéphore. For in another 
gloss we have a distinct reference to the latter play under the 
name of the former, The lexicographer writes: yovias’ evxepns: 
AloxvAos ‘Ayapépvon. The preceding gloss is ydéxpov etxaprov, and 
I believe that we ought to read evxapmos for cixepys. The refer- 
ence is undoubtedly to the end of the Choéphore 1052 sqq.: 

d8e roe pedabpots trois BacwAeiots 

tpiros av xemmoy 
mvevoas yovias éredéaOn. 


Vou. III. June, 1856, 15 
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The context of the passage clearly shows that each succeeding 
catastrophe in the royal house is represented as producing its 
offspring, the seed of fresh crimes and their punishments, ef. 
Agam. 1453—1456, 15839—1550. The épmdias yemdv of Aristo- 
phanes, Acharn. 876, means “a wind that is indicative of birds— 
that blows birds.” And in the same way a yovias yequdy is one 
which implies productiveness or continuance of the same pro- 
duction—a yeizov edxapros or yduipos in fact. But if the reference 


of yovias to the Choéphore is clear, it is fair to suppose that: ' 


Hesychius either meant the same play by the same reference 
Aloxidos ‘Ayauéyyon, or that the whole trilogy was called the Aga- 
memnon. It is by no means certain that the title ’Opecreia was 
borne by the whole three plays. Be that as it may, the most 


natural place for doxetors would be the mutilated introduction to © 


the Choéphore, where it might have occurred in the lost lines of 
the speech of Orestes, and might have referred to his attempt 
to attack the murderers of his father by stratagem, and to kill 
them as they killed Agamemnon (cf. v. 268). With regard to 
the passage before us, the only question is, what alteration of 
the impossible rois ¢uois and éyov would give us the. necessary ac- 
cusatives before and after rive, and at the same time do least 


violence to the existing text. It seems obvious to me that a | 


similar word lurks in the traces of both the false readings; and 
that as duot springs from ¢dvov, rois éuois represents the original 
ros goveis.s We have the same assonances, and the same use of 
€y4pds in a well-known passage of the Choéph. 303 ; 

dvri pev €xOpas yAdoons éxOpa 

yAdooa rereicOa—rovpeddpevoy 

mpacaovoa Aixn péy direi— 

dvri 8é€ mAnyns povias ghoviay 

mANyHy TwETw. 
Nothing, as it appears to me, would be more natural than for 
Cassandra to pray: 

Trois pois Ttadpors, 

éxOpois hovetor, rovs qgoveis rivery pdvov 

BovAns «.7.A. 
“that the murderers may give satisfaction for the murder to my 
avengers, who will slay them under the influence of animosity :” 
cf, Thucyd. v1.57: xai ds ay pddtora 80 épyis, 6 pév epwrixys, 6 8é iBp- 
opévos, érurroy xal droxreivovow atréy. It is generally said that the 
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accusative plural of nouns in -e’s is always -éas uncontracted in 
old Attic. But this can only be maintained as the general 
rule, since we have in Soph. Ajax 388: rovs diuodpyxas édéoas Bact- 
eis (with the variation Sao.Ajs), and in Thucyd. 11. 76, we have 
rovs IAaraseis, OF IWAarays. 
XIX. 
v. 1318: ; 
GAa xowwoocwped dv mos dodadj BovAevpara. 

Here again we have Klausen followed by Peile and Conington 
in an assertion of impossible Greek; for the use of 4» in this 
passage is neither more nor less than an impossibility in Aschy- 
lus. The rhetorical emphasis of the syllable seems to show 
that the true reading must be ev ras. 


XX. 
vv. 1337—1340: 
9 yap rexpnpioow &€ oipwyparov 
pavyrevodperOa ravdpds ws dAwAdros ; 
oad’ eiddras xpi ravde pvOovcba mépe 
To yap tord{ew tov cap eldeva Biya. 
Agreeing with the critics that pvéotc6u is not an allowable form, 
I cannot adopt the transposition by which Ahrens has extracted 
6vpotcba from the traces of the text. The tone of the whole 
passage, especially the occurrence of pavrevoduecGa in the words 
to which the second couplet replies, seems to me to show that 
we ought to read pvécicda in the sense of pronouncing formally 
or oracularly; so Hom. Od. vit. 79: 
@s yap of ypeiay pvdncaro PoiBos ‘ArdAdov 
IlvOot ev nyabén, 66 tmépByn Adivov ovddy 
xpnodpevos. 


XXI. 
vv. 1572—1575: 
Ta pev modnpn Kal xep@y axpous krevas 
COpunr dvabev avdpaxds xabnpevos: 
donna 8 abray adrix’ dyvoig AaBor 
éaOe Bopay dowrov, ws spas, yevet. 
There seems to be little reason to doubt that the true reading in 
the second of these lines is éxpumrr for ¢épurr, an emendation 
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which Paley attributes to Hermann, but which is as old as 
Casaubon. But there are some difficulties in this cannibal 
description, which have not yet been removed. Atreus gives a 
grand entertainment to celebrate the return of Thyestes and 
the reconciliation of the brothers; there is spodvpia, and an ap- 
pearance of eiévpia; it is a xpeovpydy Fyap, one of those occasions, 
in which the folds were emptied to load the tables and the 
altars. But in the dv&pdves eitpane(oe Of a Greek palace, the 
guests were feasted at different tables. Thus in Pindar’s refer- 
ence to the supposed feast on the flesh of Pelops, we find the 
event thus described according to the best reading of the pas- 
sage (Ol. 1. 48—51): 

Bsaros Sri ce mupi (éo.cay aud’ dxpav 

paxaipa rdpory Kara péAn 

tpane{acci x aude Sevpara xpedy 

océGev dce8aicavro xai payor. 


Similarly in the story of Harpagus, which Herodotus probably 
made up of Greek dramatic materials, according to a practice of 
his which I have indicated elsewhere, we read (Herod. 1. 119), 
that Astyages killed the boy and cut him up limb by limb (era 
pédrea deeAdy); that separate tables with dishes of mutton were set 
before the king and the other guests; but that Harpagus had set 
before him the flesh of his own son, excepting the head and the 
extremities of his hands and feet, which were laid up apart ona 
basket covered over (raira 8¢ ywpis exerro él ravép xaraxexaduppeéva). 
All this is plain enough, and accords with the description in 
schylus, whose words were probably not unknown to the his- 
torian. But there are several peculiarities in the story of Atreus, 
as it is given in the Agamemnon. The poet does not mention 
the heads of the children. Perhaps this was unnecessary, as he 
refers to the undistinguishable parts of their bodies (donpa airay). 
For the hands and feet would show that the bodies were human, 
and as it seems that other guests, the friends and companions of 
the banished prince, partook of the horrid feast, this would be 
enough for them. The identification of the bodies, by means of 
the heads and faces, was reserved for the unhappy father him- 
self. Another point of difficulty is the implication in v. 1583, 
that twelve sons of Agisthus were thus inhumanly butchered 
and cooked. According to the common accounts the sons of 
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Thyestes murdered by Atreus were two, Tantalus and Pleis- 
thenes; according to one account, they were three, Aglaus, 
Orchomenus, and Callzeus; according to another account, only 
one child was so destroyed. The difficulty occasioned by the 
reference to the twelve children has appeared so great to Em- 
perius and Hermann, that they have sought to avoid it by alter- 
ing the text of v. 1583. The former reads (Opuscula, p. 134): 


tpiroy yap dyra mw eAure xdOrip matpi 


Evve£edavver. 
Hermann proposes : 
tpiroy yap Gvra gp émidex’ aOXip marpi, 


with this interrogative explanation of the new word which he 
has introduced ;: ‘‘ quid autem si émdeé passive dictum sit de eo qui 
‘post alios acceptus sit, ut hic de Agistho post mactatos fratres 
patri nato?” These critics have not noticed the fact, tbat in 
the story of Herodotus the murdered son of Harpagus is said to 
have been “thirteen years old,” (@rea rpia nai 8éxa xov pddiora ye- 
yords), which might be assumed as the age of the eldest of the 
family, supposing that the thirteenth and youngest was a baby 
in swaddling clothes. It is true that the murdered children are 
palled Bpépy (1065), but they are also designated more generally 
28 wéovs (1189), and of course the majority were Bpédy. It seems 
to me not unlikely that, in the view of the matter accepted or 
axcogitated by Hschylus, there was a whole chorus of twelve 
murdered children. This would not only give the deed the 
séyeOos required by Aristotle (Poét. c. v1.), but would also render 
more pictorial and terrible the vision of Cassandra in vv. 1188— 
1195. As whole hecatombs were slaughtered for great feasts, 
the number would not be excessive. Besides, it was only the 
viscera that were served up to the guests (fv évrépos om\dyxva) ; 
if their whole bodies had been cut up they could hardly have 
appeared with the roasted flesh in their hands, as Cassandra is 
made to describe them. On the whole then, I am disposed to 
maintain that this passage requires no alteration except the old 
correction éxpurre, and I understand it to mean that Atreus sat 
apart in gloomy state; and, when the feast was over, unveiled to 
the eyes of his brother and the other guests the mangled corpses 
of the twelve sons, all laid out in the dark recess at the upper 
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end of the apartment, with an exclamation of épay mdpeors! like 
that at the end of the Antigone. 


XXII. 
vv. 1636, 1637: 


el 3€ rot dx Oav yévoiro ravd? Gris éxoipe? ay 

8aipovos xoAy Bapeia dvoruxas memArypevos. ae 
We ought to read y\j with two of the MSS., cf. Pers. 5117; 
Eumen. 343; Soph. Antig. 1316. For dds I proposed some years 
ago (ad Antig. 1241) that we should read dos, and I think that 
this is a certain and necessary correction: see above 379 ; dxos & 
sav paraov, and cf, Eumen. 615: ear: todd dxos. Pers. 623: ei yap 
Tt Kaxv. Gxos oi8e mAéov. This presumes also the emendation — 
Sexoiped Gv for éyoipeh dy. | 

J. W. DonaLpson. 


Adversaria. 


I. Use of the Aorist in the Greek of the New Testament. 


(1). Wher says (Gram. § 41) that it cannot with certainty 
be proved that the aorist stands for the perfect anywhere in the 
New Testament (Dass der A: fiir das P: stehe, lisst sich aus 
keiner stelle mit sicherheit darthun). 

(2). Mr Ellicott adopts this conclusion, and extends it still 
farther, by the assertion that the aorist can never be translated 
by the English perfect!. Mr Alford maintains the same view in 
many of his notes. Neither of these writers however make their 
practice consistent with their theory; for they both frequently 
translate the aorist by the English perfect?. 

(3). Mr Lightfoot, in his very able paper in the last No. of 


1 See Ellicott on Gal. ii. 10, where Alford objects to translate dofévres 
such a translation is stigmatised as ‘‘an (Rom. v. 5) having been given, ye 
oversight.” translates Sixaww0eres (Rom. v. 9) 

3 Mr Ellicott translates the aorist by ‘having been justified,’ and éddBope 
the English perfect at Gal. i. 13, iii. 3, | (Rom. v. 11) ‘we have received.’ 

iii. 27, and many other passages. Mr 
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this Journal! (p. 96), states his opinion that the aorist must 
sometimes (both in Classical and in Hellenistic Greek) be trans- 
lated by the English perfect; but that it is never used in the New 
Testament for the Greek perfect. 

From this last opinion I venture to differ: but, before giving 
my reasons for doing so, it will save confusion to remind the 
reader of the fundamental character of the two tenses in Clas- 
sical Greek, which is as follows. The perfect places the comple- 


tion of the act in the time present to the speaker. 


It is (according 


to the definition adopted by Mr Lightfoot) the preteritum in pre- 


senti, It says, “I have done it now.” 


The aorist places the com- 


pletion of the act in the past—“1I did it formerly.” 

If then a past tense is (in any language) habitually joined to 
the word “now?,” such past tense is (in that language) used as 
a preteritum in presenti; i.e. it is used in the same sense as the 


Greek perfect. 


Let us apply this experimentum crucis to the language of the 


Greek Testament. 


In the following passages viv is joined with the aorist in- 


dicative. 
Matt. xxvi. 65. 


Nip rjxovoare tv BrAardnuias. 


Luke xix. 42, Niy 8¢€ éxpuBn aro dpOadpév. 


John xiii. 31. 
John xxi. 10. 


Nov edogdebn 6 vids. 


rév dWapiey ay émacate viv. 


Acts vil. 52. viv ipeis wpoddra éyéverbe. 


Rom. v. 11. 
Rom. vii. 6. 


1 While referring to this article, I 
may perhaps be allowed to express my 
regret that its writer, while pointing 
out Mr Stanley’s philological inaccura- 
‘ cies with so much severity, did not do 
more full justice to the merita of the 
exegetical portion of Mr Stanley’s work. 
_I do not believe there is any other 

edition of the Epistles to the Corin- 
thians, where the connexion of St 
Paul’s thoughts is so ably traced ; nor 
any in which the important diffi- 
culties are more carefully and satisfac- 
torily discussed. As examples of the 
latter merit, let the reader refer to the 
notes on did rods dyyéous (1 Cor. xi. 10), 


8¢ od viv ry xaradAayqy éhaBoper*, 
yuri 3¢ xarnpy7Onpey amd rov vdépou'. 


Barrifopevos trép rav vexpay (ib. xv. 
29), on the gift of tunyues, (1 Cor, xiv.), 
and on €360n oxddoy 7H capxl (2 Cor, 
xii. 7). 

2 That is, when now refers to the 
time present to the speaker ; for now may . 
be sometimes used narratively, not of 
the present time ; ¢.g. ‘ His right wing 
having given way, the Emperor now 
resolved to try a last charge;’ where 
the now is properly joined to the aorist 
both in English and Greek. 

3 Translated by Mr Alford, ‘ we 
have now received.’ 

4 Translated by Mr Alford, ‘now 
have we been delivered.’ 


224 Journal of Philology. 


Rom. xi. 30. viv 8€ fAenOnre!. 

Rom. xi. 31. odroe viv freiOncay?. 

Eph. ii. 13. revi 8¢ dpeis, of wore dvres paxpay, éyyis éyernbnre?. 

Eph. iii. 5. viv drexadvh6n rois dyios*. 

Col. i. 21. vuvt 8€ droxarjAXager. 

Col. i. 26. dsroxexpuppévoy ard tév alovev...vuevi 86 épavepebn. 

1 Pet. i. 12.) & viv dynyyadn Spi. 

1 Pet. ii. 25. add’ eweorpadnre viv. 

In the following passages viv is joined with the aorist par- 
ticiple. 

Rom. v. 9. dcxarobevres viv, 

Rom. vi. 22. wi 8¢ ddevOepwbevres. 

Rom, xvi. 25, 26. xpdvors alwvios ceocynpévov, havepwbévros d€ viv. 

Gal. iv. 8, 9. rdre pév ovx cl8dres...viv S€ yvdvres Oedv®, 

2 Tim. i. 10. davepwbcioay 8¢ viv. 

1 Pet. 11. 10. of od« jrenpévos, viv Be édenOévres. 

Mr Lightfoot says that those cases, (both in Classical Writers 
and in the New Testament) where the Greek aorist must be 
translated by the English perfect, are to be referred merely to 
‘‘a difference of idiom between Greek and English.” But he 
would, I think, admit that no such difference of idiom will furnish 
a solution to the passages cited above. 

He refers, on this subject, to Dr Kennedy’s remarks at Vol.1. 
p. 317 of this Journal. Dr Kennedy there says, “A boy should 
never be allowed to use the word have in rendering the Greek 
aorist;” but he goes on to remark that there are cases where, in 
an idiomatic English translation, the word have must be used; 
and he instances Sika’ fdefas (addressed to one who has just 
ceased speaking). In this case, if the English translator renders 
it “you have justly spoken,” there is a real difference of idiom; 
but the Greek aorist is not used for the perfect; and even in 
English it would be perfectly correct to say, “ you spoke justly — 
(viz. twenty seconds ago).” 

Some grammarians, indeed, go so far as to say that even in 





1 Translated by Mr Alford, ‘ye now 4 Translated by Mr Ellicott, ‘ tz 


have received mercy.’ hath now been revealed,’ 

3 Translated by Mr Alford, ‘ these 5 Translated by Mr Alford, ‘ having 
hgve now disobeyed.’ now been justified.’ 

3 Translated by Mr Ellicott, ‘ are 6 Translated by Mr Ellicott, ‘.... 


made nigh.’ now, after that ye have known God.’ 
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Classical Greek the distinction between the aorist and perfect 
is not rigidly maintained. Thus Jelf (§ 404) says—* The aorist 
is sometimes used for the perfect, where the continuance of the 
action in tts effects may be omitted};” and he cites Demosth. 
Olynth. 2. vuvi 3¢ Oerradois * * * é804Once. In this passage, however, 
the junction of the w»i with the aorist is broken by the interpo- 
sition of a whole sentence; and probably the aorist was used 
instead of the perfect, only to correspond with the aorists imipge 
and épam, which are the principal verbs in the two preceding 
Clauses. But however this may be, no one will deny that the 
cases where the aorist is thus “used for the perfect” in Classical 
Greek are exceedingly rare. Whereas, in the New Testament, 
yy is joined with the aorist more frequently than with the 
perfect?. 

For the sake of brevity, I have omitted to cite the passages 
where the aorist is joined with 73°. I have also not quoted any 
of the numerous passages in which the context seems to me to 
necessitate its being taken in a perfect sense ; because considera- 
tions of context may be always more or less matters of dispute ; 
whereas the junction of the aorist with »iv, in the passages above 
cited, is indisputable. 

In conclusion, I ought to add that I agree with Mr Lightfoot 
in vindicating the sacred writers from the charge of grammatical 
inaccuracy in this particular. It was no inaccuracy in them, if 
they used the aorist in the sense which it bore in the dialect 
which they spoke. No doubt, it was a great imperfection in that 
dialect, that it should have lost the observance of the distinction 
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1 So Buttmann says (§ 137), ‘ The 3 Nov (or yuvl in the same sense) is 
aorist narrates what has occurred, with- joined with the aorist in the twenty-one 
out any presupposition or reference: passages quoted above ; it is joined with 


but if this be sufficiently apparent from the perfect in fourteen passages, viz. 
the context, the aorist may be used John viii. 52; John xi. 22; John xii. 
instead of the perfect. In Xen. Mem. 27; John xiv. 29; John xv. 24; John 
i. 6—14, Socrates says, rovs Oncavpods xvi. 30; John xvi. 32; John xvii. 7; 
Tov wddat copay, ovs éxetvo. karécrov Acts iii. 17; Acts xii. 11; 2 Thess. ii. 6, - 
é& BiBrlos ypdyarres, Stépxouat, where (in the three last-mentioned passages 
the sense obviously requires the perfect. with olda) Heb. ix. 26; Heb. xii. 26; 
And Matthiz says (§ 500), ‘The aorist 1 Cor. xv. 20. 

is sometimes used, where, accurately 3 Of these Phil. iii. 12 is very 
speaking, the perfectum should be put. _ noticeable (75 EAaBor F F5n reredelwpat) 
Thus Demosth. in Midiam, p.576, 23, from the parallelism between the aorist 
obx 6 éoxeupévos 00d’ 6 pepyuvhoas 7a and perfect. 

dexala Adyew viv, for penepiuynxws.” 
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between aorist and perfect. So it was an imperfection of the 
Latin that it had retained but a single tense to serve for both. 
But Cicero cannot be charged with inaccuracy because he used 
the same preeterite to express either meaning. 


W. J. CONYBEARE. 


P.S.—In order to avoid misconception, it may be well to add 
that the above remarks are meant to apply only to the indicative 
and participle of the aorist. 


(THE meaning of the aorist generally, and its use in the New 
Testament, are subjects much too wide to be treated properly in 
a cursory manner; but Mr Conybeare’s special argument ought 
not to pass without a few words of protest. The main question 
at issue is whether the juxtaposition of viv gives the aorist the 
force of the perfect in the New Testament. Mr C. assumes that 
yov always means “at the present moment of time,” that is, either 
present to the speaker, or present to the action spoken of. But 
yov really has several other meanings even in classical Greek, and 
still more in the later language, including that of the New Testa- 
ment. It will be sufficient to notice those with which we are 
here concerned. 

1, Asa particle of time, “lately,” or more strictly like our 
“just,” “just now,” “ but now,” when used of a recent occurrence. 
The commoner classical form in this sense is viv 87; but Plato 
also uses viv, as Phacdr, 259 E: Oixotv, cirep viv mpovbépeba, oxeyracba 
rov Adyov..., oxerréov; Polit. 307 C. év maci re 8) rovrots ols viv elropev 
x.t.d.; and Demosthenes, De fals. leg. § 65, p. 361: “Ore yap viv 
éropevdueba eis AcAovs, €€ dvaykns fv pay huiv mdavra radra, x.T.A.; and 
(vi) Aristophanes, Nub. 786 (Bekker’s and Dindorf’s reading) ; 

AAN evOs émirnbes av y arr’ av cai pdbys* 

"Emel ti vuvt mpadrov édidax Ons; Aéye. 
and 825 (Hermann’s, Bekkcer’s, and Dindorf’s reading), 

“Quocas vuvi Aia. 

We have the same sense in Xenophon, De vect. 4. § 40: ras & 
TO viv Todkeum yeyevnuevas eioghopas, Where Sauppe shews that not 
“the present” but “the recent war” is intended: and so in 
Justin Martyr, Ap. i. 31: Kal yap év rp viv yeyempeve [yevouerp 
Euseb. H. £. iv. 8, in much better MSS.] iovdax@ roddup BapywxéBas 
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3 Dial. 1: qQuyéy rév viv yevduevoy médepov, the war in question 

ing ceased at least three, probably eleven years previously ; 

| Ap. 1. 30: ‘Avrwody rot viv yeyernnevov [yevoudvou Euseb. l. c.], 

tinous having died at least eight, probably sixteen years be- 
re. Valois observes on these quotations in Eusebius: “ Ni» 
lim dici potest de re quee nostra setate facta est. Idemque 
alet ac ro xa& jyas, quod Eusebius usurpare solet de rebus multo 
nte gestis. * * Certe Greeci viv ponunt pro nuper. Ita Sophronius, 
jui librum Hieronymi1 de Scriptoribus ecclesiasticis Greece vertit, 
verba illa Hieronymi, cap. 2. Evangelium quoque quod appellatur 
secundum Hebreos et a me nuper in Grecum Latinumque sermonem 
translatum est, Greece dixit: érep én’ éuov viv eis ryv ‘EAAnucpy cal 
‘Popayy yAorray pereBrnOn.”’ To this head appear to belong the 
following passages cited by Mr Conybeare, John xxi. 10; Acts 
vii. 52; 1 Pet. i. 12. 

2. Asa particle of time, denoting not the present moment, 
but the present period or dispensation; the past introduction 
into which is naturally often identified in language with its 
present continuance or renewal, by means of the aorist. The 
idea is so peculiarly Christian, that examples in heathen writers 
are not likely to be frequent. A remarkable one occurs in Ari- 
stophanes’s discourse in Plato’s Symposium, 193 A: Kai mpd roi, 
eomwep eyo, dv Hyev vurt 8€ dia tHy adixiay SipxicOnuev Ud Tod Oeov, xa- 
Odawep "Apddes iwd Aaxedatpoviav; and Sophocles (Gd. Col. 367—373) 
writes much in the same way: 


Lp peév yap avrois iv Epws Kpéovri re 
Opdvouvs €acba x.r.X. 

Noy 3 é« Oeav rov caf ddirnpov gdpevos 
EionAde rot tptoabXiow eps Kan, 


Apxns AaBeoOat nal xparous ruparvixod. 


Such language is natural enough in the Fathers, as Ep. ad Diogn. 
1: ri 87 wore xawvdv tovTo yévos h émirndevpa elondOev eis Tov Biov viv xal 
ob spérepov; and, perhaps less obviously, Justin Martyr, Ap. 1. 63: 
AN’ els daddeckv yeydvacw olde of Adyor drt vids Oeov nal drdarodos ‘Incous 
6 Xptords dort, mpdrepov Adyos wy, kai ev i8éq nupds more Haveis, more BE Kal 
dy eixdvi dowpareav: vov dé 84a OeAnparos Oeod txép tov avOpwreiov yevous 
dvOpwmos yevdpevos tméuewe xai rabeiv doa avrdv x.r.d. (where however 
the meaning “lately” is also admissible), This use of viv belongs 
to a great many of the passages in the New Testament: Rom. v. 
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particular action, as marked by the viv. In Phil. iii. 12, the op- 
position of tenses is most emphatic and significant. St Paul has 
been speaking of the grounds for pride which he had before his 
conversion, how he now counts them as dung that he may win 
Christ and be made a partaker in His sufferings, His death, and 
at last, if it may be, His resurrection: “not”, he says, “that I at 
once [on my conversion] obtained that blessing, or have now 
already been made perfect therein; but I follow after &c.” Dis 
tinct reference is made to the past change in his life at v. 8 
(a0 by mdvra é{nusdOyv), and again at the end of v.12 (é@” ¢ xat xare- 
Anpponvy ixd Xpicrov); so that there is no difficulty in finding a 
similar allusion here: and the distinction between éAaSov and 
rereXciopas answers to that comparison of the beginning and the 
consummation of spiritual life, which underlies so many of St 
Paul’s thoughts. 


F. J. A. H] 


Il. Prof. Jowett and Philo. 


In his essay, “St Paul and Philo,” appended to the Commen- 
tary on the Epistle to the Galatians, Professor Jowett gives “a 
short analysis” of Philo’s treatise “De Mundi Creatione,” which 
analysis (he tells us) “including as it does most of his peculiari- 
‘ties, will give the reader an idea of his method of proceeding.” 
Considering the greatness of the questions which have been 
stirred by Mr Jowett’s volumes, it may perhaps appear a trifling 
matter to inquire, how far the analysis of Philo’s treatise really 
does give the reader, who is unacquainted with the treatise itself, 
a fair view of Philo’s method: nevertheless, upon the general 
ground, that accuracy is always desirable, and on the particular, 
that Philo’s meaning, whether worth knowing or not, is certainly 
not to be gathered from Mr Jowett’s analysis, I will venture to 
give a few corrections from Philo himself. I am the more dis- 
posed to do so as a Cambridge man, because Philo’s Mathematics 
(to which I propose entirely to confine myself) have been 
mistaken by Mr Jowett, and he has been made to write sheer 
nonsense, when he did in fact write that which, however fanciful, 
was still, mathematically speaking, very good sense. 

“He (Philo) says, that God made the world in six days, 
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hot because He had need of time, but because six is a per- 
fect number, capable of being divided by two, by three, and by 
six, and is male and female, and odd and even.” Jowett, Vol. 1. 
p. 376. 

Philo writes, ‘EE 8€ rjpépats 8npsovpynOivai yor rév xdcpov, ovx ererds) 
spocedeiro TOU xpovwy pyxovs 6 1oldy,—ayua yap mavra Spay eixos Oedy, ov 
mpooraTrovra povov, GAAd xai Scavoovpevoy,—aAXr’ eretdy ruis ywopevos EBet 
rdgews. Taker 8¢ dpiOpss olxeiov, aprOpav 8€ picews vdpors yermrixwraros 6 
&. Tav re yap amd povados mpatos tédeds dori, loovpevos ruis éavrov 
pépeot, cal cupmAnpovpevos €£ alrav: nuicous pew tpiados, tpirov 8€ dvados, 
éxrov 3€ povados, Kal, os ros eimeiv, appny Te xal Ondrus etvae méune, Kai éx 
ris €xarépov Suvdyews Hppoora. “Appev pév yap ev trois ovat rd mepirroy, rd 
8€ Gpriov Onru: mepirtav pév ody apiOuav apxy rpias, vas 8€ dpriwy, 7 dé én’ 
appow duvaus, e£as. “Eder yap rév xédcpoy rededraroy pév Svra tay yeyo- 
vorayv car’ aptOudy redevov maynvat, Tov €£ év éaut@ bé Exetw pedAAovra Tas éx 
ouvdvacpov yevéoes, mpds puxrdv dpOpdv tov mpa@rov apriomépirrov rurwOnpat, 
mepieEovra Kal THY Tov omeipovros Appevos, Kat THY Tov Umodexopevov Tas yovds 
Ondreos ideav. (p.'3, M.) 

That is-to say, the number six was chosen because it is the 
first perfect number after unity, being made up of the sum of its 
factors, namely, of three which is its half, of two which is its third, 
and of unity which is its sixth part; or in an algebraical form 


6=34+2+1. 


Thus it will be seen that Philo uses the term perfect number in 
its purely technical sense, or as representing a number which is 
equal to the sum of its factors; and if unity be reckoned as a 
factor it is true, as Philo states, that six is the first perfect num- 
ber after unity. It need hardly be added, that this definition of 
a perfect number was quite familiar to Alexandrian mathema- 
ticians: in fact Euclid’s definition agrees precisely with the lan- 
guage of Philo: réAews dpiOpds dorw, 5 Trois éavrovd pépeow ioos dy, 
Elements, Book vu. Def. 22. 

Next with regard to six being “male and female :” it will be 
seen by reference to the above quotation that what Philo says is 
this, that six is (so to speak) male and female and combines the 
powers of both, for an odd number is taken as the symbol of the 
male sex, as an even is of the female: now two is the first even 
number, and three is the first odd number, and therefore six, 
which is the product of these, is the symbol of the union of the 
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sexes, or of the propagation of life in the world which God had 
made. 

Lastly, Philo does not say that six is “odd and even,” which 
is quite unintelligible, but that it is a mixed number, and the 
first mixed number which is pariter impar. Pariter impar, it need 
hardly be said, is the technical term for those mixed numbers 
whose general type is 4n+2, as pariter par is for those whose 
type is 4n. By the term pierds Philo evidently means composite, 
which Euclid calls cvvderos. 

Thus it will be seen, that however little we may feel disposed 
to agree with Philo, in his views of the reasons for the selection 
of the number six as the number of creative days, still, all that he 
says is expressed intelligibly, and with strict attention to arith- 
metical terminology. 

It may be worth while to observe that Gfriérer, to whom 
Mr Jowett acknowledges his obligations, has equally mistaken 
Philo in this matter. He gives the following as a translation of 
what Philo says of the number six. “Denn sie ist die erste 
vollkommene Zahl nach der Einheit, aus gleichen Theilen zu- 
sammengesetzt. Ihre Halfte ist die Dreiheit, ihr Drittheil die 
Zweizahl, ihr Sechstheil die Einheit; sie ist zugleich miannlich 
und weiblich, wir nennen namlich miannlich die ungerade Zahl, 
weiblich die gerade. Die erste der ungleichen oder minnlichen 
Zahlen ist die Dreiheit, unter den weiblichen die Zweiheit. Die 
aus beiden zusammengesetzte Kraft ist die Sechszahl. Nach 
dieser, als der vollkommensten, musste die Welt, als das voll- 
kommenste Ganze, gebildet werden.” The notion of the con- 
nexion of the world as the most perfect of things, with six as the 
most perfect number, is Gfrirer’s and not Philo’s, as will be seen 
by reference to the Greek given above, in which Philo speaks of 
the xdécpos a8 reAeidraros, but of six simply as dpiOuds réAetos; and 
this remark spoils the wit of what follows: here itis. “ Hier 
erklart Philo die Sechszahl fiir die vollkommenste. Allein 
es herrscht die grisste Willkiihr in seinem Zahlenbestimmungen. 
Denn je nachdem es in seinem Kram taugt, muss bald die Sieben, 
bald die Zehn, bald die Vier die vollkommenste seyn.” (Gfrérer. 
Philo und die Alex. Theosophie, Vol. 1. p. 332). 

‘‘' When the heavens and the earth were completéd, God 
hallowed the seventh day. Here Philo branches forth into the 
praises of the number seven, in a digression which occupies 
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many pages. He first divides seven into two kinds, ¢xrés rijs dexd- 
des and sepscyépeven ev ty Sexad (Outside ten and within ten,) mean- 
ing, by the first of the two, arithmetical progression of seven 


sambers, with intervals of twos and threes, containing the image 
of cube and square, of essence and superficies.” Jowett, Vol. I. 
p. 377. 


The passage in Philo, upon which this statement is founded, 
it is perhape hardly worth while to print in extenso, but the 
meaning is as follows. Philo speaks of seren, or the seventh, 
Bionas, in two senses; first, as being formed from unity povds 
(which is according to the ancient notion, mdvtws dpy}') by simple 
progression according to the natural numbers, and this he calls 
évrig Sexddos; secondly, as being formed from unity by geometrical 
progression, (not arithmetical, as Mr Jowett says,) the ratio of 
the progression being 2, 3, or any other number, and this he 
calls derés Sexa8os. Philo treats of the latter first and illustrates 
his meaning by reference to the numbers 64 and 729; the former 
is the hebdomad in the series, 

1,2, 2°, 2°, 2%,.2°, 2°, 
the latter in the series, 
1, 3, 34, 33, 34, 35, 38; 
for it will be seen that 26=64, and 36= 729. Philo gocs on to 
remark this property of such hebdomads, namely, that whether 
the ratio be 2 or 3, or indeed any number, the hebdomad is 
always at once a cube and a square; that is, 
26 — (28)? and also = (27), 
3° = (3%)? and also = (3?) 8, 
and generally + = (r®)? and also = (r*)8, 

Now a cube is the symbol of the corporeal, having the three 
dimensions, length, breadth and thickness, which are necessary 
to solid bodies; and a square, in like manner, having only length 
and breadth, and therefore representing no material substance, 
may be taken as the symbol of the incorporeal; hence these 
hebdomads may be taken to represent at once both the corpo- 


real and the incorporeal. 
Next with regard to the simple number seven, the hebdomad 


1 On the ancient notions of unity, see Peacock’s article on Arithmetic. Encye. 
Metrop. p. 421, 
Vou. ITT, June, 1856. 16 
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dvrés Sexddos. Out of a large number of curious properties given 
by Philo, Mr Jowett cites a few. 

‘Seven is like God, ‘neither begetting nor begotten,’ otre 
yervar obre yevvaipevos.” 

By saying that seven is neither begetting nor begotten Philo 
means that seven is the only number évrés 8exados, of which it cas 
be asserted that it is neither formed by any of the others nor 
used in forming them. This he says may be easily proved. The 
following would be the proof: prime numbers of course need 
alone be considered, that is, we may confine our attention to . 
1, 3,5, 7. Unity is the foundation of all the rest; 3 is a factor 
of 6 and 9; 5 is a factor of 10; 7 is not a factor of any number 
évrés 8exados. Hence what Philo says is perfectly true and per- * 
fectly intelligible, however fanciful his conclusion. 

Again, “It agrees with nature, and, if multiplied by four, 
answers to the time of the moon.” 

The latter part of the sentence does not represent Philo. 
Having discussed those properties of the number seven, aboye re- 
ferred to, which (as he says) led certain philosophers to compare 
the number seven to Minerva, springing complete from the head 
of Jupiter, and the Pythagoreans to compare it to the supreme 
governor of all things, he goes on thus: “ Ev pév ovv rois vonrois rd 
Gxivnrov kai arabes émideixvurat €Bdopas, dv 8¢ trois alaOnrois peydAny cal 
cuvexrixorarny duvauy, ols ra éniyesa wmdvra méuxe BeATiovabas, oednys Tet 
mepusdas. “Ov 3€ rpdrov, émoxerréov.” .p. 24, M. He then connects 
the number seven with the period of the moon, not by multiply- 
ing it by four, which would be a very arbitrary and unintelligible 
process, but thus: he tells us that if we add up all the natural 
numbers beginning from unity and going up to seven, we shall 
form the number 28, that this is a perfect number, being equal 
to the sum of its factors!, and that it corresponds to the moon’s 
period. Philo is quite correct. For | 


1424+384+44+54+6+7=28; 
and the factors of 28 are 1, 2, 4, 7,14; 
but 1424447414 = 28, 
Again, ‘‘It is a cube and a plane figure at once.” 


1 I observe that in Bohn’s transla- translator has the words, ‘a perfect 
tion the meaning of a perfect number number, being equalised in ite parte,” 
seems to have been missed. The which is simply unintelligible. 
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This seems to be founded upon the passage in Philo, which 
follows one (quoted by Mr Jowett) in which allusion is made to 
the seven ages of man. Having quoted from Hippocrates a pas- 
sage concerning the division of human life into periods of seven 
years, he adds: “ Adyera: 3¢ nal éxeivo pos duacicracw éS8opabus, os 
Gavpaori éxovons év ty huce rafw, éwei oureatncer x TpLey Kai eerraper. 
Téw pév rpiroy awd povados ei Sexdacw {oe ris, ebpyoe: Terpayevor, row 3¢ 
reraprov, KuBov. Tov 34 é£ duchow EBdopor, xiSov épou nai rerpdyevor. ‘O 
péy ovw awd povados tpiros, dv Sksdacion Adyy rerpayerds cori. ‘O 3¢ 
rérapros, dxra, xuBos. ‘O 8¢ éB8opo0s réacapa spos ros éfqxorra, cuBos dpou 
mal rerpayevos, as elpa reXeaddpow Gores rir EBdopow apOyor, aucorépas 
vas iodrnras xarayyeAXovra, ri te ewixedov dca TeTpayerov, cata Thy rpuados 
cvyyérecay, xal tiv orepeay dia xvBov, cara Thy wpos Terpdda olceséryra. "Ex 
tpiados 8 nal rerpados, éB8ouds.” p. 26, um. The whole passage has 
not perhaps his usual clearness; he is however again dealing 
with the series, 

2°, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 
in which it is true that the third term is a square, viz. 4, and the 
| fourth a cube, viz. 8, and the seventh both a cube and a square, 
viz, 64. 

So much for Philo and the number seven; fanciful as his 
speculations are, there is a kind of grandeur in the zeal and 
ingenuity with which he ransacks heaven and earth, and all the 
sciences, for illustrations of his theme; he has written a poem 
(as it were) in celebration of the Hebdomad; but any one who 
took his notions of the subject solely from Mr Jowett’s analysis 
would scarcely be in a condition to do Philo justice. Indeed 
Gfrérer seems to have hit the truth when he says, as quoted by 
Mr Jowett, 

“ Though this be madness, yet there’s method in it.” 

The points upon which I have remarked will probably be 
rectified by Mr Jowett in a future edition of his work; may I 
venture to hint that he might find several others, not connected 
with mathematics, in which his analysis scarcely conveys to a 
reader unacquainted with Philo a fair view of his meaning ? 

H. Goopwin. 
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A Fragment of St Dionysius of Alexandria. 


Awmone the many lost writings of the great and wise St Dionysius, }: 
bishop of Alexandria in the third century, is an epistle addressed ;- 
to one Conon or Colon bishop of Hermopolis, on Repentance’. } 
It is mentioned in a series of letters on the question of the ‘ 
Lapsed which arose out of the Decian persecution, and therefore = 
may be referred to about the year -251. The existing fragments - 
belonging to this period are short and few: and the Epistle to 
Colon has been supposed to have perished entirely*. A fragment 
however is preserved in a MS. of the Cambridge University 
Library (Ee. 4. 29. ff. 86 5—87 b), written in the 12th century, 
containing a number of Greek ecclesiastical documents. The 
fragment occurs after the 13th canon of the Council of Nic#a, 
headed with a fresh red line and separate title. It is perhaps the 
authority appealed to in the text of the canon (ap. Beveridge, 
Pand. Can. i. 74) as “the old and canonical law” (6 maAatds ral f- 
xavorixds vépos) on the same subject. The substance likewise cor- |: 
responds with certain directions mentioned by St Dionysius, in an 
extant fragment of an epistle to Fabius bishop of Antioch®, as 
lately given by himself. Even this small addition to the trea- | 
sured relics of the Antenicene period should not be despised; 
for it bears clear testimony to the merciful wisdom which made 
its author the most successful and honoured bishop of his day, . 
as well as a worthy disciple of Origen in learning and philosophy. 
It has been printed as it stands in the MS., the punctuation 
alone being corrected, and an obvious gloss removed. I have 
also reprinted from Mai’s Classici Auctores a similar fragment of 
St Dionysius, which may belong either to this or to some of his 
other writings on repentance. 

Atovvoiou émoaxémouv ‘Adefavdpeias, wept roy xpévoy ris év Nixaia yew- 





pevns ovvddou, ex tis mpds Kédwva éemoroAjs: mept trav mwapareodvrey ev 


1 Kal wrpds Kévwrva (rijs ‘Eppovro- 
ray 5@ wapoclas éxloxowos yw otros) 


Venice, 1767), or in recent literary his- 
tories. I have not had access to the 


l3la tis wept peravolas atrod gpéperar 
ypagpy. Euseb. H. £. vi. 46. For Kévwva 
Codd. E.G.I. (secunda manu) read Ké- 
Awva. 

3 No traces of it occur in Gallandi’s 
collection (Bibl. Pat. iii. 479—540, 


Roman edition of Simon a Magistris. 

8 ’Evrodfjs 52 bw’ énot Sedounéevns, rods 
dwaddarropévous Tou Blov, el Séowro, xal 
pdduora el kal wpbrepoy ixerevoayres TU- 
xorev, adlecba, W’ eté\artdes dwadAdr- 
Tuvrat x.T.r. Euseb. H. £. vii. 44. 
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coy, xal pds 1H éfd8q Tov Biou airovwrer ruxeiv adtaews, Tovrerts Kot 
pias peradafew, xai pera ro peradafew énti(noayrer. 

Kai rovs mpos ry éfdd@ yevouevous tov Biov, ef Sdowwro cai ixerev- 
nev, ahecews ruxety, wpd OPbadrpar Eyovres els Hy driace xpicwy, Kai Loyi{d- 
nevos G@ meicovras Secparat Kai xaradixos rapadoberres, miaTevovres, ei evrevOen 
hubeier, dreoww Efew nai xovgicpor ris éxet reysepias, adnOy yap eivqs cat 
BeBaiay thy evdoxiay rov beov,—xal rovrous éAevOépous swapaneprey, THs Oeo- 
spewous €ott GiravOpemias. Ei pévrot perd rovro émipevoser rq Big, Secpev- 
ew pew avits cal ewayOifew rats duapriats ovx dxddovOdy por Gaiverar. Tovs 
yap Gwaf ddepévous xai rp Oeq ovoravras Kal madw rijs beias xaptros Koswe- 
vous anocbarGerras kai as éAevOepous mpos Tov KUpioy awecradpévous, pnderds 
@ rq peraty in’ avrav érépws yevopevou, madiww arOumrayew Tois duaprnpacw 
Qoysrarov. Eira rp pév Oe@ ris jperépas xpicews Spovs dadaopev uday- 
baropevous tm’ avrov, avrot 8 rovros ov Tnpyoopey, KaTemayyeAAdpevos pev 
Ty xpnoréryta rov Kupiov, apatpovpero: 8é rv €avrev; Ei pevros haivoird 
ns pera TO paicas mAciovos emotpopas Seduevos, éxdvyre cupBovArevoper rawet- 
uy Kai xaxouv cai ovoréAdAew eauToy, els Te rd éavToU cupéepoy adhoporra 
tat rd mpos ToUs Nowrols evTperes kai rd mpds Tovs EEwbev avenirnwroy. Kai 
recOdpevos pev cvncera ei 8¢ ameboin Kal dyridéyot, rére 8% Touro €yxAnpa 
‘oTat alte ixavoy mpds adopicpov Bevrepor. 

After the words evdoxiay rod beot the following corrupt gloss 
xecurs as if part of the text. Evdoxiay Aéyes ry Sedoperny rois iepevoe 
rou Avew cai decpeiv eLovaiay, frou ry rois lepevos Bobeioay Tov Avew Kai 
Beopety eLovciay. 

For avroi 8€ rovrors the MS. has avrois 8€ rovros ; and for xareray- 
yeAAdpevoe xatevTayyedopevot, 

(Mai, Class. Auct. x. 484, from a catena in the Vatican library). 

AIONYSIOY. Nov d€ rovvavriov rototpev qeis: dy yap 6 Xptords aya- 
Gos ay emi Ta Spy mAavcdpevov emi{nret xai dmopevyovra mpockadcirat Kai 
eipeOevra pddis ext trav Gov aipe, rovtoy mpootdvra Opaaéws atroAakri{oper. 
ANAG py) oUTw Kax@s mept Eavrdv BovAevapeba, pyde eis avrovs wOaper rd 
ios: of pev yap adixeiy rivds } rovvayrioy evepyereiy emixetpouvres Exeivous 
pew ov TavTws Edpacay Grep HOEAncay, éavrois 8€ Kxaxiay f ayabérnra cuvol- 
nivavres i) Ociwy aperav  ariOdcowyv rabdv exmdeot Evovrary Kal ovroe per 
RyyéAwy ayabar oradoi Kai Evvodosrdpor kai evade nai exet Etv maon eipnryy 
cat dAevOepia mavrey xaxay eis roy dei Svyra aldva rds paxaptordras amoxAn- 
mbcovrat Angers, kai pera Oeov det Evovrai, rd Tavrwy ayabdy péeytorow obrot 
$¢ dmonegotvrat ris Ocias dua xai rhs éavrdy elpivns, wat évOdde nal pera 
Jdvaroy Gua tois madapvaiots Egovrat daipoow. My ovv amomeprapeba rovs 
reoTpepovras, GAN’ aopévos dexapeba, cat Trois asAavéow evaptOpeper, nai 
rd €AActroy avanAnpeper. F. J. A. Horr. 
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Notices of New Books. 


Biptiotueca Cxiassica. The “Tragedies of Aischylus.  Re-edited with an 
English Commentary. By F. A. Pater. London, Whittaker & Co. 
Svo. pp. xxxvi. 604. 


(Mag Paley’s commentary on Aschylus was so comely in its Latin dress, 
that we are almost sorry to see it in any other guise. As it was neces- 
sary however to bring it into uniformity with the other editions of the 
‘‘ Bibliotheca Classica,” it is much to Mr Paley’s credit that he has not 
abused the license, which the use of his native tongue gave him. 

The plan of this edition differs slightly from that of jts predecessors; 
Mr Paley has here given more prominence to the explanation of the lan- 
guage, frequently adding translations of whole passages, and curtailing 
such remarks as referred merely to textual criticism. The commentary 
is thus rendered more popular, without however sacrificing its interest 
for scholars. The preface contains some just observations on the cha- 
racteristics of ischylus, and short introductory notices are prefixed to 
each play. There is besides a general, but meagre index, and the frag- 
ments are entirely omitted. 

We have carefully compared parts of this volume with Mr Paley's 
earlier editions. Want of room prevents us from entering into details, 
but the general result is decidedly in favour of our editor's rpira: dpor 
rides. The influence of Hermann has assumed a more consistent form: 
notes in which Mr Paley had before misread the great German critic are 
corrected or omitted; in cases where he was at first led astray by such 
high authority, his cooler judgment has now imterposed: and generally 
where he has had occasion to alter his opinion from the second Latin 
edition, the change is for the better. To say that in some few cases 
the result is otherwise, is only to claim for Mr Paley the common allow- 
ance dyapreiy dvOpwrivws. Perhaps the greatest subject for congratula- 
tion in this last edition is the omission of sundry etymologies,—a pro- 
vince in which Mr Paley seems hitherto to have been unconscious of his 
weakness. 

We would not be misunderstood. We have no wish to place Mr 
Palcy on a level with the great English scholars of the past—no inten- 
tion of contrasting his good sense with the want of judgment which 
Hermann at times betrays. We should be the last to deny Hermann’s 
great services to Aischylean literature: his edition must henceforward 
be the basis of all textual criticism. But it is no mean praise to Mr 
Paley, that after so great a scholar has tried his hand on our author, 
he should still remaiu the editor of Aischylus. Those only who have 
had the misfortune to read the Supplices, before Mr Paley’s edition ap- 
peared, will know how much Zschylus is indebted to him.] 

J. B, L. 


ee ee 


Notices of New Books. 239 


ectures on the History of Ancient Philosophy. By W. ARCHER BUTLER, late 
Professor of Moral Philosophy in the University of Dublin. Edited 
from the author's MSS., with notes, by Wiuiam Herworta 
THompson, M.A. Fellow of Trinity College, and Regius Professor 
of Greek in the University of Cambridge. 


' was with much interest that we awaited the publication of this united 
vntribution of two Universities to Philosophical Literature. The Dublin 
rofessor is well known from his Essay on Development, and two volumes 
f Sermons, the second edited by another Cambridge Professor, and 
»me perhaps may remember with pleasure the specimen of his lectures 
n Greek Philosophy, which occurs in the memoir prefixed to one of the 
olumes. The complete course from which that was taken is now given 
)us by Professor Thompson, a name always to be associated with Plato 
y those who have enjoyed the privilege of attending his lectures. The 
‘ork before us consists of six sets of lectures, the last of which remains 
nfinished. The Introductory Series is chiefly elementary, pointing out 
1e importance of the study of Philosophy in general, and defining the 
uthor’s standing point, which is, as might be expected, strongly idealistic. 
The pure reason is,” he says, “‘a revelation from the reason of the 
Nniverse to man, which bears with it essentially a character of objective, 
idependent, absolute.” Hence the possibility not only of “an inductive 
sience of mind, but also of a deductive science of real existence.” 
robably the most interesting parts will be the incidental discussions 
pon words, and the use and abuse of aphoristic writing. It appcars 
om the preface that Prof. Thompson was himself inclined to have ex- 
uded this series, and the author would probably have omitted some 
ither common-place declamation if he had revised them with a view to 
ablication, as he frequently dwells upon the differences between oral 
id written instruction. We have no doubt bowever that many will be 
ad to have them as they are. 

The first series properly so called begins with an account of the 
‘evious historians of Philosophy, and the chief requisites for such a 
story. 

After devoting one lecture to India, Prof. Butler proceeds to de- 
ribe the development of Greek Philosophy up to the time of Socrates. 
he bibliographical survey is to our mind the least satisfactory part of the 
hole work, and we cannot but wish that the editor had here exercised 
pon a larger scale the privilege which he has taken in particular sen- 
nees, and rewritten the chapter, bringing it up to the standard of accu- 
wy required in the present day. There are many omissions and some 
isstatements: no mention is made by the author of Alexander Aphro- 
isiensis and Simplicius, who have preserved to us a larger number of 
aportant fragments from the earlier philosuphers than all other autho- 
ties put together: Brucker’s “Historia Doctrine de Ideis,” appears 
ader the misleading title of “A History of Ideas:” The History of 
irisprudence by Heineccius is referred to instead of his “Elementa 
ist. Phil.” published in 1743. Many of the dates are wrong, and there 
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is little discrimination in the use of authorities, spurious writers being 
quoted without a suspicion of their real character. Again the pra- 
Socratics, with the exception perhaps of Pythagoras, are very cursorily 
treated, as the author himself allows, referring to others for details. Upon 
this portion, however, the very full and satisfactory notes of the editor 
amply atone for the deficiencies of the text. Prof. Butler’s view of the 
Sophists is marked by moderation and thoughtfulness, and even Socrates 
has not been so entirely preoccupied by Mr Grote as to render the new 
portrait superfluous. 

In the second Series we have the minor Socratic schools ; the Megaric, 
which is treated in a more full and interesting manner than by Ritter, 
occupies forty pages, and there is a spirited account of the Cynics and 
Cyrenaics. The remainder of this and the following Series are taken up 
with Plato, in describing whose philosophy Prof. Butler shews his highest 
powers, surpassing in the opinion of his editor, both the French and 
German historians. The fourth Series is a slight sketch of the fortunes 
of Platonism, with general remarks upon the eclecticism and scepticism 
of the later Philosophy. The fifth Series consists merely of an exami- 
nation of Aristotle’s Treatise on the Soul. 

It is evident that we have here nothing more than an unfinished pic- 
ture of Greek Philosophy; but as far as it goes we think it need not fear 
comparison with anything in English on the same subject. Prof. Butler 
was not, it is true, a learned man or a critically accurate scholar (though 
we should make great allowances for the circumstances under which 
these lectures are brought before the world); but he has the far higher 
merit of a hearty love of his subject, and a living interest in it. He 
has that true historical insight which enables a man to enter into the 
thoughts and feelings of generations far removed from his own, and 
trace the organic connexion of facts or dogmas which have been handed 
down in unmeaning isolation: in his own words, “To reconstruct from 
the precious fossils of history the entire framework of systems now no 
more.” 

Of the notes of the editor we have already expressed our opinion. 
They shew a familiar acquaintance with the mass of modern German 
- literature upon the subject of Greek Philosophy, and are at the same 
time not wanting in independent criticism. Occasionally however we 
observe marks of hastiness; references not given, or the errors of the 
text passed over. In Vol. 1. p. 274, we are surprised that there should 
have been any difficulty in supplying the reference to Herod. 11.81. We 
are quite at a loss to understand the peculiar excellence of the Cicero- 
nian distribution of philosophy, “in nature obscuritatem, in disserendi 
subtilitatem, in vitam atque mores,” 1.72, which seems to us neither more 
nor less than a round-about expression for the old-fashioned logic, ethics, 
and physics ; indeed in general Prof. Thompson’s estimate of Cicero ap- 
pears to us more favourable than is justified by the facts of the case: at 
all events we should request our readers to compare with it the very 
different conclusions arrived at by Madvig in the seventh excursus to his 
excellent edition of the De Finibus. To the authorities mentioned Vol. 
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mt. p. 79, for the phrase pndels dyewpérpyros eloire, we are happy to have 
the opportunity of adding David the Armenian (Brandis Scholia in Arist. 
p. 12), quoted“in afprivate letter of the lamented Sir W. Hamilton. 

We cannot conclude our notice of this interesting but fragmentary 
work without expressing a hope that Englishmen may before long cease 
to be dependent upon the labours of a Brandis or a Zeller, for gaining 
a knowledge of systems whose importance can hardly be overrated, 
whether considered with reference to Patristic Theology or Modern 
Speculation. All that we have of native growth upon this subject is of 
a merely popular character. Ritter is heavy in German, and unendurable 
in translation. We think that the editor of Prof. Butler’s lectures has 
done enough to justify us in looking to him to fill up this gap in our 
philological literature. ] J. B. M. 


| Le Jour de la Préparation, par Henri Lutteroth; Paris, 1855, pp. 87. 


[Tue difficulties connected with the paschal chronology are numerous 
and perplexing. They were felt as carly as the time of Clemens 
Alexandrinus; and modern critics, anxious to establish harmony among 
the varying records of the sacred penmen, are from time to time 
reviving the discussion of those problems and suggesting fresh solutions. 
One of the main difficulties arises from the fact, that while the three 
synoptic Gospels seem to identify the last supper of our blessed Lord 
with the paschal supper of the Jews, St John states that on the 
following morning Jews had not yet eaten the passover: they refused 
to enter the Pretorium, lest, by contracting some defilement, they 
should be precluded from taking part in the solemnity that was to 
follow (iva pi} pravOaow, aN va g¢dywow 1d macxa). To relieve this 
difficulty various means have been propounded. For example, it has 
been urged, that our Lord, who by His death was going to fulfil the 
paschal type, anticipated the usual hour for offering up the lamb, 
and celebrated the passover with His disciples during the night of 
the 13th of Nisan. Nor, these writers argue, was such conduct an 
infringement of the Jewish institute; for the whole of the wy6npepor, 
reaching from the sunset of our Thursday in Passion week to the sun- 
set of Friday, might be not unfitly called‘ the first day of unleavened 
bread’ (7) de: OverOat rd racyxa). 

The author of the present monograph, in handling the same ques- 
tions, has endeavoured to strike out a totally different line: and though 
we cannot acquiesce in many of his suggestions, nor accept his main 
conclusion, the learning and ingenuity he has displayed in certain 
portions of his treatise are highly commendable. According to M. 
Lutteroth, the word ‘preparation’ (j mapacxevy), will not bear the 
technical meaning of Friday. It does not, he maintains, refer to 
the day of the week preceding the Sabbath, but is used by the 
Evangelist to signify a day of the month on which the Jews began to 
make their preparations for the coming festival (Ex. xii. 3—6). This 
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day of the month was the 10th of Nisan; ¢.¢ four days earlier than 
the paschal solemnity. M. Lutteroth finally arrives at the conclusion 
that the feast of the passover was in truth coincident with the day of 
our Lord’s Resurrection. On this point, all his treatise may be said 
to hinge. He grants, indeed, that the peculiar meaning he would fain 
attach to mapacxevn, when used by the Evangelists, is not traceable in 
other writers, Jewish or Christian, (p. 10). But even were this objec- 
tion not insuperably strong, M. Lutteroth has still to encounter the 
language of the second Gospel (xv. 42): éel fv wapacxeun, 5 éorew mpo- 
odSBaroy—a passage which is quite in St Mark’s manner, if we take 

it for an instance of the way in which he often adds a clause in 
explanation of some technical or purely Jewish phraseology. The 
truth is, M. Lutteroth shews symptoms of embarrassment in dealing 
with this passage. He escapes from it only by contending (1) that the 
word ‘ sabbath’ was occasionally used in the Old Testament as equivalent 
to ‘festival,’ and (2) that St Mark here used spooaSBaroy in a lax sense, 
to give his readers ‘une idée approximative du jour spécial auquel 
s’étaient passés les événements dont il leur parle en cet endroit.’ It is 
somewhat strange that so intelligent a writer as M. Lutteroth has 
overlooked one passage, the wording of which will, in the judgment of 
most persons, be fatal to his rendering of oca8Sarov and mpoaaBBarov. 
It was remarked of Judith (Jud. viii. 6): xal évjoreve magas ras 1pe- 
pas xnpevoews airijs xwpis mpooaBBarwv, nai caBBdrov, kat mpovoupnnar, 
Kal voupnuar, cat éopta@v, Kal xappoouvay oixou "lopayA. | 


C. H. 


Reformers before the Reformation, principally in Germany and the Nether- 
lands, depicted by Dr C. ULLMANN, the translation by the Rev. 
RoserT Menzies. 8vo. Vol. I. pp. xxv. and 416. Vol. II. pp. xiv. 
and 639. 


[THe enterprising publishers of these volumes, Messrs Clark of Edin- 
burgh, (whose services we are glad to see acknowledged by Prof. Schaff 
in Schneider's Deutsche Zeitschrift) could not have made a more judi- 
cious addition to their Foreign Theological Library. For if the names 
of John of Goch, John of Wesel, and John Wessel, were nearly unknown 
in Germany before the publication of Ullmann’s laborious work, in this 
country they still lie under the ban which so long condemned medieval 
history and literature to utter neglect. We hope that this translation 
may turn the attention of English scholars to our own “ Reformers 
before the Reformation,” and that the example set by the Clarendon 
Press in its magnificent “ Wycliffe’s Bible” and by Dr Todd in his publi- 
cation of various tracts of that great reformer may be followed else- 
where. It is not creditable to Cambridge that a work of such historical 
and philological importance as Reynold Pecock’s Repressor has been 
suffered to lie for centuries unpublished in her library, while she has 
been reprinting books easily accessible and in many cases of no great 
value. We owe to Henry Wharton the publication of a portion of 
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Pecock’s Treatise on Faith from the MS. in Trinity College, but Whar- 
ton’s vast range of reading made him unable to give to any one work 
the minute attention which would now be expected. Both universities 
are interested in doing justice to this forgotten scholar ; but his writings 
have a sufficiently general interest to warrant the hope that justice, if 
denied by them, will be done by some of our publishing societies. 

To return to Ulimann.— We have compared the translation in several 
places with the original, and can bear witness to its general clearness 
and fidelity. A few blemishes, however, we have detected, e. g. the 
frequent use of the word implementing (erginzend); “the fact of the 
Reformation having pre-ezisted its actual advent,” &c. | 

J. E. B. M. 


Aristoteles Thierkunde. Ein Bettrag zur Geschichte der Zuologie, Phy- 
stologie, und alten Philosophie. Dargestellt von JtUrcen Bona 
Meyer, Dr Philos. Berlin, 1855. 


[Arrer having reigned for centuries over the whole thinking world by 
indisputable and undisputed right of intellect, Aristotle was dethroned 
by a violent rebellion; and for centuries it has been considered mere 
pedantry and blind reverence for tho past to speak of him as an 
authority in science. But now again opinions are turning. It is 
becoming clear to the profoundest zoologists that the encyclopedic 
mind of Aristotle had really thought more systematically and observed 
more accurately, had conceived juster and broader views of zoological 
philosophy, and had recorded facts of zoological detail with greater 
nicety, than any other naturalist whose writings we posscss. Con- 
sidered with reference to the state of knowledge when he wrote, he 
surpasses all other writers, both in largeness and fulness; and even 
setting aside such consideration, we find him often surpassing his 
successors in accuracy, and recording striking facts, which, after having 
been Jaughed at as old women’s tales, are rediscovered by modern 
investigators, who claim the discoveries as achievements. The para- 
doxical and astounding facts which have quite recently been discovered 
by the researches of Kolliker, Verany, and Vogt, respecting the Hecto- 
cotylus, was known to Aristotle, and has been accurately described by 
him. 

Thus Aristotle assumes a quite novel aspect to our generation. We 
begin to study his scientific writings not, as heretofore, from mere 
curiosity to see what a great mind, working on scanty materials, could 
produce; but to that feeling of curiosity we add the conviction that we 
may light upon something, in the way of thought or observation, con- 
taining valuable and novel matter. The writer of this notice would 
especially point to Aristotle's distribution of beings into Animate and 
Inanimate (organic and inorganic) as not only superior to the modern 
distribution into three kingdoms, Mineral, Vegetable, and Animal, but 
as absolutely forced upon us by the results of modern investigation 
which utterly frustrate all attempts to demarcate the vegetable from 
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the animal; and further he would point to the principle which is 
implied in the treatise De Anima, namely that Life is always and every- 
where psychical, though not always intelligent, as by far the most luminous 
psychological principle yet conceived. 

The work of Dr Meyer, which has led us to these remarks, is the 
latest, and not the least valuable, contribution Germany has given to 
the better understanding of the great Stagyrite. It is elaborate, con- 
scientious, and able; and possesses that indispensable accompaniment — 
which German treatises almost invariably dispense with—an index. . 

Dr Meyer first examines Aristotle’s classification; and afterwards 
his conception of the progressive chain of organisms, in the course of 
which he ably expounds what were Aristotle’s anatomical and physio- 
logical notions; and finally compares Aristotle’s plan with the various 
attempts of moderns. Amid the mass of details here accumulated it 
is easy to find our way, because Dr Meyer has systematically co- 
ordinated them; and if on more than one occasion his admiration for 
Aristotle carries him too far, and leads him to assume that Aristotle 
must be right, still the critical independence eminently necessary in 
such a task has not been sacrificed to the desire of exalting his hero. 
With all or almost all modern writers on his subject Dr Meyer seems 
well acquainted, and he cites them liberally. He does not simply 
compile, he thinks while compiling. 

We have said enough to indicate the nature of Dr Meyer’s work, 
which we cordially recommend to the study of every one interested in 
zoology or in Aristotle. ] G. H. L. 


Correspondence. 


“Incidis in Scyllam cupiens vitare Charybdin.” 


Tue late Sir W. Hamilton of Edinburgh, in a letter which I received 
from him a few days before his lamented death, asked me to inquire 
whether I had not given the Germans more credit than they deserved, 
when I called the Alezandreis, from which this celebrated line is taken, 
“a German poem” (Classical Scholarship, p. 251), for that, according 
to his impression, the author was a Frenchman. I have accordingly 
looked into the question and find that my memory was misled, as is 
often the case, by an intermediate association. The last place, where 
I read a discussion on the authorship of this celebrated adage, was a 
German periodical, and I fancied that the Alezandreis had been claimed 
for the Germans. I see, however, that the author was Philip Gualtier 
de Chatillon, afterwards Bishop of Maguelone, who was born towards the 
end of the 12th century, and that the facts are correctly stated in 
Stevens’ note on the words of Launcelot (in the Merchant of Venice, 
Act. ur, Sc. 5); “Thus when I shun Scylla, your father, I fall into 
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Charybdis, your mother.” In the course of conversation with literary 
men in this country, I have observed that the quotation from the 
Alexandreis is seldom, if ever, referred to its true parentage, and that it 
is generally described, in the words of Forcellini (sub. v. Scylla), as 
*vulgatum illud proverbium, cujus tamen auctor incertus est.” It may 
be worth while, therefore, to place the facts of the case before the 
classical students of this university. The Alerandreis of Philippus Gual- 
therus de Castellione, or, as Barthius calls him, Galterus ab Insula, of 
which the editio princeps seems to have been printed in 1513, obtained, 
immediately after its first publication in the 13th century, such a 
reputation and popularity that Henricus Gandaviensis, who wrote de 
seriptoribus ecclesiasticis in 1280, refers to it as follows: “boc poema in 
scholis grammaticis tant dignitatis fuit, ut pre illo veterum poetarum 
lectio negligeretur.” The line, which has for so many years survived 
the poem, from which it is taken, is to be found in Book v. line 301. 
And the context is as follows: 


“Nactus equum Darius rorantia cede suorum 
Retrogrado fugit arva gradu. Quo tendis inerti 
Rex periture fuga? Nescis heu! perdite nescis 
Quem fugias, hostesque incurris dum fugis hostem : 
Incidis in Scyllam cupiens vitare Charybdin. 

Bessus, Narzabanes, rerum pars magna tuarum, 
Quos inter proceres humili de plebe locasti, 

Non veriti temerare fidem, capitisque verendi 
Perdere canitiem, epreto moderamine juris, 

Proh dolor! in domini conjurant fata clientes.” 


These facts and others will be found in Malone’s Shakspere, Vol. v. 
p. 103 (Boswell’s edition), and in the Zeitschrift fiir die Alterthumswissen- 
schaft, 1846, p. 708. <A reprint of this once celebrated poem, the text 
of which is in a very corrupt state, would be a good employment for 
some Philobiblon society. 


J. W. DoNALDSON. 
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I. 


On the Sophistical Rhetoric. 


tus of Agrigentum, the disciple and famulus of Gorgias, 
no very important part in the history of Rhetoric. He 
id in the track of his master, but had neither his origi- 
nor popularity; and though he wrote a réyvy, which seems 
e been chiefly occupied with precepts for the formation 
ornamental and telling style, he did nothing to enlarge 
undaries of his art. The technicalities with which he 
2d himself are thus referred to by Plato in his ironical 
of the pursuits of the early rhetoricians, Pheedr. 267 s. 
again, how shall we describe Polus’ museum of speeches, 
vented diplasiology (the reduplication or repetition of the . 
rord, or of different mrdces of the same) and gnomonology! 
1ent or maxim making) and iconology® (image or poetical 
making), and of the Licymnean terms of art which, that 
bestowed upon him towards his manufacture of ‘fine 
) aad 


iol. yrwuoroyla && ws, Sewov 7 from the preceding sentences. The 
question turns upon the interpretation 

76 50’ elxévos kal 8c’ bwrodelyparss of byw, which Schleiermacher and 
, Stallbaum, who read ws, understand as 
h the reading and interpretation the general term which is afterwards 
sage are uncertain. The Zu- explained by dtrAactodoyla, &c.; and 
ors retain 6s, which I believe to they would accordingly translate wovceia 
in this case we must under- Adéywy ‘‘a museum or repository of 
edpev, or something equivalent rhetorical artifices.” But this is an un- 
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We gather from this passage that Polus’ contributions to the 
art of Rhetoric consisted, so far as there was any novelty in 
them, in the addition of a few more artifices to the already 
sufficiently artificial style of his master, and the designation of 
them by long names; that he further adopted certain affected 
technical names from Licymnius which were applied to some 
new subdivisions of the speech. The latter, and perhaps also 
the former, were contained or discussed in his Téyyy, a work 
which Socrates is made to say that he had'read, Gorg. 4628, 
and from which the passage illustrative of his style is taken, Ib. 
448 ©: moddal réxvat ev dvOpadros eioly ex rdv éumecpidy éprelpas ebpnuevar 
€uretpia pev yap mrotet Tov alava ijpav mopever Oat xara réxvnv, aretpia 8€ Kati 
Toxnv. éxacrwy 8€ rovrwy peradauBavovaw GAdoe dddov dAdros, trav & | 
dpicrwy of dpicror. This seems to be a specimen of the d¢dacwwdoyia 
mentioned in the Pheedrus. The first clause of the above para- 
graph is cited by Syrianus (Schol. ad Hermog. ap. Spengel.) 
from the Téy»y of Polus, and the second by Aristotle, Met. A. 1,— 
one of the few passages bearing on his subject which Spengel has 
overlooked. Dionysius and one of the Scholiasts on Hermogenes 
(ap. Sp.) agree in the statement that he, like Gorgias, was over- 
studious of ornament in his compositions which he overloaded ; 
with all sorts of rhetorical figures in order to give them a rhyth- : 
mical symmetry (rapiodces). 

We learn further from a playful observation in the Gorgias 
461 p, that he had a tendency to indulge in the longwindedness, 
paxpodoyia, Which was characteristic of the Sophists in general;. 





natural rendering of Adéyot: and it is 
much more probable that the words 
refer to a collection of speeches for the 
uge of*Polus’ school, similar to Gorgias’ 
laudes et vituperationes, and Protagoras’ 
communes loci, in which these new 
figures of speech were illustrated: and 
it seems likely enough, though Stall- 
baum condemns the conjecture with a 
‘‘frustra,” that Heindorf is right in 
supposing that povceta Aéywr was the 
title of this work. 

Again, the meaning of d:rdaciodoyia 
is a matter of conjecture. Various 
opinions on this point may be found in 
Stallbaum’s note. I think the most 
reasonable is his own, which I have 


adopted. He refers it to that kind of 
repetition which we shall find illustrated 
in a quotation from his own treatise, put 
into Polus’ mouth, Gorg. 448 co. The 
évéuara Acxtuvera seem to be the affected 
technical names which Licymnius gave 
to the divisions of the speech, and 
probably others of which no record has 
reached us. They will be illustrated | 
when we come to speak of Licymnias. 
Mr Wright, in his spirited and in the « 
main accurate translation of the Phsedrus 
renders dirdaciodoyla “jingle making,” 
which very well represents the original 
according to Stallbaum’s view of its 
meaning. 


f 
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and from an allusion in the same dialogue 463 £, confirmed by 
Aristotle, Rhet. 1. 23, p. 105, 27, that his significant name was 
atrue index to the impetuosity and hot-headedness of his cha- 
racter; and we are therefore the less surprised at finding him 
(Gorg. 466 3s, 468 ©) undisguisedly maintaining the most im- 
moral and unpopular doctrines. But as I have already (Vol. u. 
p. 139) made some remarks on this subject, I need not here fur- 
ther enlarge upon it. 

All therefore that has been said of Gorgias applies with 
still greater force to his follower Polus, who, like indiscreet dis- 
ciples in general, exaggerated all the defects of his master. 

Another pupil of Gorgias was Meno, as we learn from Plato’s 
dialogue of that name: but though he is mentioned by Hermo- 
genes (ap. Sp.) together with Polus and Gorgias as one of the 
masters of the Sophistic dewérns Adyov, we do not know that he 
practised the art except as an amateur, and still less that he 
wrote or gave instruction in it. 

Licymnius, whose name has been already mentioned in con- 
nection with Polus, is said also to have been a pupil of Gorgias. 
The Scholiast, on Pheedr. 267 3, adds that he was Polus’ teacher ; 
but probably his only authority for the statement is an inference 
drawn from the text on which he comments, It is not absolutely 
certain, though most probable, that Licymnius the Rhetorician is 
identical with Licymnius the dithyrambic poet mentioned by 
Arist., Rhet. m. 12, p. 135,13. We have several other instances 
in which the study of Rhetoric was combined with the culti- 
vation of some branch of poetry: and the extraordinary figu- 
tative names, presently to be quoted, which Licymnius gave to 
some rhetorical figures or divisions of the speech, in his treatise 
on the art, seem to indicate a poetical turn of mind. This view, 
as Spengel thinks, p. 90, receives confirmation from the mention 
of him by Dionysius, together with Agathon, as too profuse in 
the employment of the new rhetorical rhythmical artifices. 
Dion. De adm. Vi Dic. in Dem. c. 26. Compare on the fondness 
of Licymnius for these “theatrical figures,” Dion. Ep. mu. ad 


' Amm. c 2, de Thue. Jud. c. 24.) 


Licymnius was the author of an art of rhetoric containing, 
amongst other matter, some further subdivisions of the speech, to 


1 Licymnius likewise imitated the vices of composition of his master. Dion. 
‘dithyrambic’ style, and all the other de Lysia Jud. c. 3. 
18—-2 


* 256 . Journal of Philology. 


which he gave affected figurative names. His attempt is stigms- 
tised by Aristotle as xevdv nai Anpaddes, “empty and frivolous.” 
Rhet. m1. 13. ult. Not, as Spengel says, p. 88, because he em 4 
ployed “poetical words and audacious metaphors” to distinguish - 
them, but because they were not distinctive and served no pur; 
pose of genuine classification—deé 82 «i&ds re Aéyovra nad dcapopan 
Svopa ridecOa—that is, it is of no use to give a name unless it 
marks a real distinction of kind, unless it corresponds to a genus 
and differentia. The names which he thus critises are érovtpects, | 
dromdsnots, and 801, The first has given the Commentators a | 
good deal of trouble, the reading and interpretation being 
equally uncertain. With respect to the former we have the choice 
between the received reading érovpwors, the Scholiast’s émépovos, 
and érépwois or érépovots. The last two may be at once rejected 
as voces nihili, the inventions of ignorant transcribers. ’Emdépovet 
has a meaning, and is so far more plausible; but “a rushing on" 
could hardly have been applied, even by the poetical Licymnius, 
to characterise a subdivision of a speech. We must therefore 
fall back upon érovpwois, a word which nowhere else occurs, and 
endeavour to make the best of it. Spengel, from the words of 
the Scholiast, ras émavadyweis Zreyev éxeivos exopotces (OF drapovcas) 
conjectures that Aristotle wrote érovpwcw évopdtov (riv) éravddnpo, 
cat dromkavnow fous, that is, that Licymnius gave to the two 
known rhetorical terms éravyaAnyw and drom\dvnow, the new meta- 
phorical appellations of érovpwors and d{o1, The conjecture is not 
without plausibility; but I do not quite see how the meaning of 
éravddnyis, ‘repetition, resumption,’ can be extracted from the 
figurative term érovpwos. Ernesti leaves us here altogether in 
the lurch, for he has not admitted the word in any form into his 
Lexicon: and Liddell and Scott—who by the way have treated 
Aristotle in general with undeserved neglect—do not afford us 
much aid, Their account of the matter is simply this, ‘érovpeas 
a dubious word in Arist. Rhet. m1. 13, 5, probably a going straight 
on, al. érépwois”—a not very happy specimen of the Lexico- 
graphical art. The Latin translator renders it irruptio, following 
Majoragius; in which case, as Vater remarks, we must adopt the 
Scholiast’s reading éxdépovors. But what does irruptio mean? Being 
thus thrown upon our own resources, we venture to suggest 
as a pis aller, the translation “fair gale” or “wind astern,” for 
Licymnius’ division; to which the explanation of the Scholiast, 





On the Sophistical Rhetoric. 257 


rd cuveuwopifovra al Bonbodvra rois évOuynpaow, seems to lead us. 

Erovpwois would signify literally ‘a speeding on as by a fair gale,’ 
and hence in general ‘subsidiary arguments,’ as the Scholiast 
explains it. This is sufficiently figurative for Licymnius, and it 
lastifies Aristotle’s criticism, as it certainly answers no purpose of 
lassification. The next word is explained by the same Scholiast, 
t €£o rov mpdyparos, ‘wanderings off, or digressions!;’ and the 
1ird 8{o:, ‘ branches or ramifications,’ is a term of similar import. 

Licymnius appears also to have treated in his réym of the 
rt of Composition: and one of his observations on the choice of 
ords of no very profound interest is quoted by Aristotle, Rhet. 
1. 2. p. 117. 3. The beauty of a name, he said, resides partly 
1 the sound and partly in the sense; and its deformity in like 
1anner. 

We are further informed by the Scholiast on Plato’s Pheedrus 
'67 c, that he divided nouns or names (évéyara) into xvpra, i.e. 
he proper, appropriate, literal terms of ordinary familiar lan- 
mage, opposed to figurative expressions, peradopai (see Arist. 
thet. m1. 2. Dion. de Thue. Jud. c. 22. propria, Quint. 1. 5. 71); 
rvJera, Compound words, apparently the same with Aristotle’s 
kwha dvdyara; ddeApd, Synonyms or quasi-synonyms; émidera epi- 
hets (apposita, Quintil. viz. 6. 40), or, single words or descriptive 
eriphrases which may stand in the place of nouns, Arist. Rhet. 
U. 2; «at e’s dAXa red, which are not specified. 

These are all the known contributions of Licymnius to the 
rt of Rhetoric. 

Another author who combined the cultivation of poetry and 
hetoric was Agathon. He not only imitated the graces and 
efinements of Gorgias in prose speeches?, of which Plato has 
iven us a specimen in his Banquet, but he also introduced them 
‘eely into his dramas. Philostratus, Vit. Soph., says of him that 
e Gorgiazed in many passages of his iambics, modAayov rap 
pBeiov Topyate. Some examples of verses of this kind are to be 
yund in Aristotle, Eth. Nic. vi. 4. Rhet. m. 19, and 243; comp. 


1 The word occurs in this sense Plat. 3’Eumetro dé rhy Kopwirnra THs 
‘olit. 263 co. Ernesti interprets it dif- Aédgews Topylov rod pijropos, ws IAdrwy o 
rently of the art of calling off the  ¢iAdcogos &v TG Zuuwooly. Schol. ad 
btention of a judge from a point not Lucian. ‘Pyr. Addex. c. II. 
iworable to the speaker’s case. And 3 rdy’ dy tis elds avro Toir’ elvat 
1e Schol: explains Sfo1, ra Expa yrou Ta Aéyoe 
poolua Kal rovs émidéyous. Bpototes monde Tuyxdvew ovK elxéra, 
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Poet. 18; and Athenseus, v. 185 a. 211 £. xu. 584 a, has pre 
served some still more characteristic specimens}. 

An anecdote told by lian, Var. Hist. xiv. 13, illustrates ; 
still further the peculiar direction taken by Agathon’s tragic 
genius, ‘He so far affected the use of these ornaments,” says 
that extremely ‘various’ historian, “nay thought the very essence | 
of his tragedies to consist in them, that, when a certain person 
in a critical humour desired to weed them out of his dramas, he 
exclaimed ‘nay my friend you don’t see that at that rate you } 
are for effacing Agathon out of Agathon.’” 

The word dvrovoyd{e. in Aristophanes’ satirical description 
of his manner of composition, Thesmoph,. 55, can hardly bear 
the meaning, which Kiister assigns to it, of the antithetical 
balancing of word against word, though Ernesti, Lex. Techn. Gr 
V. dvrovouacia, supports this view. “ Latius dictum videtur...quod 
Kusterus ad h. 1. commode putat ad crebrum antithetorum usum 
referendum esse.” 
for departing here from the usual interpretation of the term in 
Rhetoric. It expresses literally “the substitution of one word 
for another,” either single noun, or epithet, or descriptive peri- 
phrasis; and hence finally “a trope.” Tydides, Pelides, are 
instances of dyrovozacia, Quint. vi. 6. 29; as also are impius for 
parricida, eversor Carthaginis et Numantie for Scipio. The. 
whole passage of Aristophanes is descriptive of the artificial 
graces and elaborate refinements of Agathon’s tragic style, but 
seems to refer more immediately to the lyrical parts of his 
dramas, 

Evenus of Paros was a third writer who pursued the study of 
poetry in common with this kindred one of the “ Sicilian” 
rhetoric. The branch of poetry which he cultivated was elegy. 
It happened singularly enough, as Eratosthenes quoted by Har- 


- 


Td pév wdpepyor Epyov ws rowotpeba, 

70 5° Epyov ws wdpepyor exrovovmeda. 
El nev dpdow radnbes ovdxl o° ebppavd' 
el 5° evppavd rl a’ odyl radnOes dpdow. 
Tuvh 76 o@pa....d0’ dpylay 

Wuxis ppdynow evrds ovk apyov pope?. 
Tyan 5¢ xpeloouw dori F padpn xepdv. 


LIV. 3, yvOpar wréov Kparoiow 4 cbévs 
xXepaw; and the introduction of the jingle 
—or to give it its technical name, wape- 
vonacla—of yruwyn and pwn to be an 
improvement suggested by his familiarity 
- with the writings of Gorgias and, his 
school. Isocrates has the same rhyme, 





But there seems to be no sufficient reason ~ 


This last fragment, preserved by Sto- 
beeus, appears to be an alteration of a 
verse of Sophocles, likewise in Stobeeus, 


Paneg. p. 49, §. 45. ért 52 dydwas dey 
Mh pbvov rdxous Kal pwouns GAA kal ASyuw 
Kal yruwuns. 
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pecration informs us, that there were two clegiac pocts of this 
tame, both of the island of Paros. Only the younger of the two, 
le adds, attained any celebrity. One of them is mentioned by 
Mato; but which of the two, Eratosthenes does not say, and 
larpocration apparently did not know. His poems are inci- 
entally referred to by Plato, Phsed. 60 p, where Socrates, who 
ud been translating in prison some of sop’s fables into verse, 
represented as sending him a message that he had nothing to 
ar from any rivalry on his part; and at the same time, in con- 
deration of his being a philosopher, an injunction to follow him 
it of the world as speedily as possible; a recommendation with 
hich, as Simmias thinks, he will have no sort of inclination to 
mply. He turned his poetical skill to account by versifying 
me of his rhetorical precepts (or examples) for his pupils’ 
enefit—with the same benevolent design as the author of the 
ropria quee maribus, and As in preesenti—to aid their memory, 
1 perp Aéyew acy pyypyns yap», Pheedr. 267 a. Evenus, like his 
tore celebrated sophistical brethren, was a professor of public 
nd private virtue, dperijs dvOpemivns te Kal sodsrexijs, Apol. Socr. 20 
; all which he imparted at the very moderate charge of five 
linge. But besides the composition of elegiac poetry, and the 
roduction of consummate statesmen and model citizens at 
renty pounds sterling per head, he also enriched his favourite 
dence with the following valuable contributions. “ He was the 
‘st to invent,” says Plato, Pheedr. 1. c., “ iwodsjAwors and mapé- 
uvos; and some even attribute to him the discovery of sapa- 
yyos; for he’s a wonderful genius.” These technical terms 
hich Evenus had the merit of introducing into the science of 
hetoric seem to have indicated certain artifices familiar enough 
practice to all public speakers, but which he may have been 
ie first to reduce to rule. ‘YmodéjA@ois “covert insinuation” is the 
meral term, including under it the two branches sapérawos 
by-praise,” and sapayoyos “ by-censure,” i.e. praise insinuated 
ider the mask of censure, and the reverse: the latter, as we 
ay gather from Plato, he illustrated in verse for the use of his 
hool. 

To this Parian school of Sophists reference is made in the 
troductory Epistle to the Rhet. ad Alexandr, p. 1421. 32. 
hey are there stigmatised as mercenary, indolent, and unculti- 
ited. The author of the Epistle, whoever it may have been 


260 Journal of Philology. 

(certainly not Aristotle—and it does no great honour to the 
sagacity of Editors and Commentators that they should have 
mistaken for one instant such a string of platitudes for the work 
of that mighty intellect), informs us with much gravity and 
verisimilitude that Alexander had written to him a strict injunc- 
tion to show the precious treatise which follows to no other mortal 
eye, though he was well aware with what jealousy of affection 
inventors regard their intellectual offspring: ‘‘ whereas the 
Parian sophists, as they are called, have no love for theirs, be- 
cause by reason of their illiterate indolence (fqupiay duovgov) they | 
have not given birth to them themselves, but expose them to | 
public sale for money.” I do not defend this position; nor do I 
see why the Parian sophists were obliged to write rhetorical 
treatises, provided they could find such as answered their pur- 
pose already written, nor what particular crime there was in 
parting with them, provided they could get a good price for this 
article; I merely quote the ingenious author’s words. 

We will here quit for a moment the chronological order in 
order to mention another writer of this class, who interwove the 
flowers of Rhetoric in his poetical chaplet. This was Theodectes 
of Phaselis in Lycia, a pupil of Isocrates, who flourished during 
the reign of Philip of Macedon, about Olymp. 106. B.c. 3561! 
He is said, Athen. xm. 566 E, to have been also a pupil of Aris- 
totle, comp. Cic. Orat. §§ 172. 194; and Athenzeus, who seems de- 
lighted to have found such a bit of scandal about that “ most grave 
and reverend” (rév cepyvdrarov) philosopher, hints at a still more 
intimate connexion between them: for which there was probably 
about as much foundation as for that alleged to have existed 
between Socrates and Alcibiades, with which indeed Athenzus 
compares it*, Certain it is that Aristotle quotes both his decla- 
mations and tragedies very frequently: in the Rhetoric and 
Poetics’ they are referred to no less than ten times, and it is not 


1 Comp. Quintil. Inst.Orat, 117.1. 14. 

2 It was to his intimacy with Ari- 
stotle that he owed the characteristic 
compliment paid to his memory by 
Alexander the Great in his passage 
through Syria after the siege of Hali- 
carnassus in 334 B.0. Alexander having 
seen his statue, which was set up in the 
forum of Phaselis, sallied out drunk (as 


usual) after dinner and threw several of 
the crowns (that he had been wearing! 
wod\ovs Tay crepdvwr) upon it, ‘a not 
ungraceful return for the intimacy with 
the man which had been procured for 


him by Aristotle and Philosophy.” Plu- 


tarch, Alex. 17, Arrian. I. 24. 11. 
3 And again Eth. Nicom. vit. 8. p. 
122. 12, 
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s easy to distinguish the poctry from the prose}. One inge- 
bit of sophistry is quoted from his Orestes, Rhet. 11. 24,p.107. 
& rapadoyiopes dx diapécews, that is, a fallacious conclusion 
ed from arguments considered separatcly instead of taken 
er. Orestes argues lst that a woman ought to die who 
2r husband, and 2ndly that a son is bound to aid and avenge 
her: and accordingly proceeds at once to act upon the 
sion thus arrived at ée dapécews, without taking time to 
er the arguments ovvreOévra, whether viz. in the case where 
man who has slain her husband is the mother of the son 
; bound to avenge his father the conclusion holds good. 
2r piece of sophistical reasoning of a somewhat similar 
| cited by Aristotle, Rhet. 11. 23. p. 98. 21. sq., from Theo- 
'.Alcmegeon, and from Aristotle, transcribed at length by 
ius, Epist. 1. ad Amm. de Dem. et Arist. c. 12. It is argued 
a person has been justly punished, therefore the executor 
reance is justified in his act; which is not always true. A 
r of fragments of his plays‘are to be found in Stobeeus, all 
ighly moral character, and, for the rest, not of surpassing 
t; in none of his remains, amounting in Wagner’s collec- 
ily to twenty-four fragments, do any of the peculiarities 
ted to his style appear. His treatise on Rhetoric is 
d to by Aristotle, Rhet. 1. 9. ult., under the name of 
wa*, Quintilian, 11.15.10, mentions an art of Rhetoric 
y the name of Theodectes as extant in his time, but adds 
was then generally believed to be the work of Aristotle. 
as no doubt the ‘Pyropixy mpds 'AAéEav8poy which still passes 
the name of Aristotle, and can hardly be the same as the 
ectea here mentioned. It contained, he says, a definition 
toric only differing in terms from the common sophistical 


sodectes thus supplies an illus- 
Fa statement of Aristotle, Rhet. 
114. 8 (comp. Poet. 6.) that the 
iters of his own day had thrown 
» use of all words and expres- 
ich deviated from the standard 
w language, just as their prede- 


iad quitted the tetrameter for . 


‘ic measure because it offered 
est approach to ordinary con- 


» name of Theodectes occurs in 


the letter to Alexander above quoted 
which is prefixed to the Rhet. ad Alex. 
The author there says that he sends 
Alexander two works ‘‘one of which is 
my own, one of the treatises addressed 
by me to Theodectes, the other that of 
Corax.” This isthe only possible inter- 
pretation of the words as they stand: 
no amount of force can extract from 
them that which Ernesti, Pref. ad Lex. 
Techn. Gr. p. xiv., gives, viz. Theodec- 
teorum Epitome. 
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one; “in quo est, finem esse rhetorices, ducere homines dicendo 
in id quod actor velit.” The tendency which had. begun to show 
itself in Euripides, and was still more marked in Agathon, 
attained its full development in the dramas of Theodectes; in 
which the interest of plot character and poetry became subordi- 
nate to that of polished style! and rhetorical skill. They were 
however so far agreeable to the taste of his age that, as the 
epitaph upon his tomb informs us?, he obtained eight victories in 


thirteen contests, a feat in which he was rivalled by Sophocles | 


alone amongst the great tragic poets. 
In the department of grammar Theodectes made an advance 


upon his predecessors. 


In a brief historical sketch of the 


divisions of the ‘parts of speech’ given by Dionysius, de Comp. 
Verb. c. 2, (Comp. De adm. Vi Dic. in Demosth. c. 48,) he is 
represented as having been in conjunction with Aristotle the 
author of the division of them into nouns, verbs, and connecting 


particles, évéuara pnyara cai cuv8écpous. 


The passage is I think of 


sufficient interest to justify the quotation of it at length. Quin 
tilian at any rate was of that opinion, for he has transferred it 
nearly word for word to his own pages, Inst. Orat. 1. 4. 18. 
‘‘Composition is, as the name itself indicates, a particular 
position in relation to one another of the parts of speech; which 
some also call the elements (crotxeia) of speech. These were 
advanced to the number of three? by Theodectes and Aristotle‘ 
and the speculators of that time, who made the primary parts of 


1 Theodectes . . politus scriptor atque 
artifex. Cic. Orat. c. 51. 

3 atrap éml x0bv’ éwy lepats rpiol Kal 

Sex’ aulrArXrats 
"Oxra dynpdyrous duebéuny ore- 
¢dvous. ap. Steph. Byz. 

As Suidas tells us that he wrote fifty 
tragedies, it seems more reasonable to 
suppose that fifty is a round number for 
fifty-two and that he brought out his 
plays in tetralogies, than to assume with 
Miiller, Hist. Gr. Lit. c. 26, § 7, not., 
that he presented eleven tetralogies and 
two trilogies. 

3 The earliest attempt at a classifica- 
tion of this kind went no further than 
the division of language into dvéuara 
and pjyara; and the first author to 


whom even this elementary division can 
be ascribed with certainty is Plato, 
Crat. 425 A. 431 B. Adyos—h rév pr 
pdrwv Kal dvoudrwy EivOecls éorw. See 
Grifenhan, Gesch. der Philol. § 24. 
However the distinction between the 
two terms which prevailed in the ordi- 
nary language was that dvoua was used 
to express a single word, pijua a phrase 
or sentence. 

4 So says Dionysius—but in another 
place, Poet. c. 20. init., Aristotle makes 
the “parts of speech”, 7a ris dwrdoys 
Adfews pépn, eight in number, including 
amongst them, letter, syllable, article, 
wr@ots (inflexion or change of termina- 
tion), and Adyos, besides the three men- 
tioned in the text, 


Si woof 
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th to consist of nouns verbe and connecting words. Their 
vers, and especially the leaders of the Stoic sect, increased 
umber to four by separating the article from the connect- 
sarticles. Next their successors distinguished appellatives 
nouns and thereby made the primary parts five. Others 
| disjoined the pronouns from the nouns and made this a 
element. Then the adverbs were divided from the verbs, 
repositions from the connecting particles (or ‘conjunctions’), 
he participles from the appellatives. Other divisions were 
introduced, which multiplied the primary elements of speech, 
would require a long description to enumerate.” It is 
ups somewhat singular that Dionysius in another place 
ns to the original or Aristotelian division of the parts of 
sh into nouns verbs and connectives. De Thuc. Jud. oc. 22. 
| €xdoy) Tay oroyxewdary poplor, dvopariudy Aéyo xal pnyariey nal 
rexeop 1, 

Ve must now return to Plato's contemporaries, amongst 
a was Alcidamas, a popular rhetorician of the school of 
ias, Athen. xm. 592 0. Suid. in voc. Adxdapas. He was 
at Elea, one of the Holian colonies on the coast of Asia 
r. The birth-place of Alcidamas connects itself with the 
nation of an allusion in Plato, Pheedr. 261 c. p, which has 
usually taken for granted by Platonic commentators: but 
hink they have been somewhat over hasty in adopting their 
oretation, I hope I may be allowed to urge what is to be 
n favour of a different one. 

he two passages run as follows: Zox. dAX’ ¥ rds Néoropos xal 
réws réxvas pdvov rept Aéywv axjxoas, as dy "IXlp cxordlovres our 


‘heodectes is mentioned by Quin- 
XI. 2. 50, together with Themis- 
Mithridates, Crassus, and Cyrus 
nstance of extraordinary teracity 
nory. He was one of those who 
3 singular faculty of reproducing 
instant any number of verses 
he had heard once repeated. 
ttocles’ claim to a place in the 
ounded upon his having learnt to 
Persian fluently (optime) within a 
an accomplishment which would 
nowadays seem to call for any 
lar remark. The authority for 


the statement seems to be tho passage 
of Thucydides, 1. 138, who merely says 
that ‘‘he learnt as much as he could 
of the language and the habits of the 
country.” This was afterwards ampli- 
fied ‘“‘by the careless folly of that most 
worthless class of writers, the second 
and third rate historians of Greece and 
Rome” (Arnold not. ad loc.) into perfect 
mastery of the language. Cornel. Nepos 
goes so far as to say, ‘‘ut multo com- 
modius dicatur apud regem verba fecisso, 
quam hi poterant qui in Perside erant 
nati.” 
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eypawarny, ray 8€ Tadapydous avyxoos yéyovas; aid. xai vai pa Ai’ éywye 
trav Néoropos (8C. avnxoos yéyova), el yi) Topyiav Néoropa twa xarackevates, 
i Twa Opacripaydy re xal Ceddwpov 'Odvacea...... Sax. tov ovy ’EXearixdp 
Hadapndnv A€yovra ovx topev réxvyy Dore haiverOas rois dxovoves ra aire 
Suota Kal dvdpota, kai év xat woAda, pévovrd re ad Kai epdpeva; The 
author is here facetiously comparing the rhetoricians whose | 
style of writing was most popular in his day, excluding therefore 
the rhetoricians of the Greek school from the list, to the heroes 
of the Iliad and Cyclic poems who were most renowned for their 
subtle and artistic eloquence. The longlived Gorgias is there 
fore christened Nestor, Theodorus or Thrasymachus Ulysses, and 
some one whose name is not given is designated as the Eleatic 
Palamedes. All the Platonic commentators from the Scholiast 
downwards with great show of reason suppose Zeno to be re 
ferred to under the name of Palamedes: Schleiermacher is quite 
certain upon the point, and concisely recommends sceptics “only | 
to look at the commencement of the Parmenides”: Heindorf is 
of opinion that the introduction of Zeno is in itself probable, and 
that the authority of the Scholiast is decisive, that the words of 
Quintilian m1. 1. 10, (to be presently quoted) are a gloss, and 
that Diogenes Laertius 1x. 25 wrote 6 & airés (MAdrov) & 16 
fai8po [in the text it is év rg Sodiorp, but Heind. adopts Spalding’s 
conjecture. In Cobet’s revision of the text it stands & 14 
@aidpy| xat "Edearixdy Tadapydnv airoy (Zjvera) caret; Stallbaum 
merely cites the Scholiast, and thinks the question is settled by 
the style of reasoning ascribed to Palamedes in Plato, I will at 
once admit this to be a reasonable interpretation, and not im- 
probably the true one; and now proceed to state what I think 
may fairly be advanced on the other side. First, I do not at all 
agree with Heindorf in thinking that the allusion to Zeno “is in 
itself probable.” On the contrary, Plato is here in no way con- 
cerned with philosophers, but dealing exclusively with rhetori- 
cians. Secondly, if Alcidamas is not referred to in this passage, 
his name is omitted altogether from Plato’s catalogue. But 
considering the celebrity of the man, the fair handle which his 
various defects offered for animadversion, and that all the other 
rhetoricians of note contemporary with Plato are included in his 
criticism, the absence of all reference to him would be strange 
indeed. Thirdly, though the balance of authority—estimated 
by the number of references in ancient authors—may appear to 
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be in favour of the Scholiast’s interpretation, it must be con- 
tidered that on a point of this kind, where no positive evidence 
is attainable, authority cannot from the nature of the case have 
any great weight; a modern guess at Plato’s meaning may as far 
as I can see, be entitled to as much consideration as the un- 
supported opinion of Diogenes Laertius or the Scholiast: such a 
question must be argued on its own merits, and can hardly be 
decided by authority. Fourthly, if authorities are to be adduced, 
Quintilian says expressly, Inst. Orat. 11. 1. 10, Et quem Palame- 
dem Plato appellat, Alcidamas Eleaites. True it is that Spalding 
conjectures that this may be a gloss introduced from the mar- 
gin: but he gives no reason for the conjecture, and leaves us to 
suppose that it is due solely to his own opinion that the asser- 
tion made in it is untrue. Lastly it remains to be seen whether 
the mode of reasoning ascribed by Plato to the Eleatic Pala- 
medes can with probability be attributed to Alcidamas. I think 
it will appear from the following considerations that it may. 
Aleidamas was a pupil of Gorgias who used the reasoning of 
Zeno and Melissus in establishing his strange theorem, ‘nothing 
exists.’ Diogenes Laertius, vot. 56, mentions a work of Alci- 
damas, 76 ¢uaixdy, by name, on which Gerlach, Hist. Stud. p. 86, 
remarks, “that the brief citations from it will not allow us to 
decide whether its contents were philosophical.” However not 
only the name of the book, but also what Diogenes tells us of its 
contents lead directly to the supposition that it was a philo- 
sophical treatise upon the comprehensive subject which at that 
time usually occupied the speculations of philosophers and passed 
under the name of ‘ physics’; that is to say, the origin, system 
and nature of the universe and ‘all things therein. The brief 
extract quoted gives an account of the relation which subsisted 
between Parmenides, Zeno and Empedocles. I suppose then 
that the rd gvoxdy of Alcidamas was a philosophical treatise 
written with the same object as that of his master Gorgias, and 
employing the same reasoning, viz. that of Zeno, to effect it: 
and I conclude that the style of argument ascribed by Plato to 
his ‘ Eleatic Palamedes,’ viz. “to make his audience believe the 
same things to be equal and unequal, and one and many, and © 
stationary and in motion,” may readily be supposed to have been 
characteristic of Alcidamas’ philosophy. If we adopt this view, 
we should perhaps read ’Edairnv for ’EXearixdy in Plato: and that 
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we may have less scruple in so doing I will quote the words of 
Spalding, Not. Crit. ad Quint. lc. “ Greeculorum frequentissimo 
errore, ’EXea scribentium pro ’Edaia, qui-est ipse apud Suidam, in 
voce ‘Adxidapas, et Eudociam,” p. 56. 


In this long digression I trust that it has at any rate ap- | 


peared that Alcidamas was the author of a philosophical work, 
probably of a similarly sceptical character to that of his master; 
he likewise imitated, and even outdid him, in the poetical ex- 
travagances of his style. Aristotle, Rhet. u1. 3, illustrates all 
the four kinds of yuxpdé from his writings, the abuse of double or 
compound words, of foreign or strange words (yAdrra:), of epi- 
thets (including all descriptive and ornamental additions to an 


dvoua xuptor, the naked statement of the fact), and of metaphors. } 
The examples are so numerous that I cannot quote them all, and - 


some of them have become so familiar to us by constant repeti- 
tion—such as the phrase ‘a fair mirror of human life’ applied to 
the Odyssey—that they are no longer offensive to our taste, and 
are indeed now part of our common stock of language. The 
first instance given shows that Alcidamas imitated Gorgias as 
much in the employment of the figures which gave a symmetri- 
cal structure to his periods, as in the poetical language by which 
he was distinguished, It is, pévous pev tiv yuyiy mAnpouperny, mopi- 
xpov 8 rv dyw yevopemy, which is a perfect specimen of dvridens, 
mapicwots OF ladxwAoy and époorédevrov, all combined in one short 
sentence, and exactly in the style of the fragment of Gorgias’ 
funeral oration above quoted. The d¢oiy dvoya which Aristotle 
objects to is rupixpwy ‘ fire-coloured’; expressing the flush of the 
face which betrays the rage of the soul. He also quotes xvaw- 
xpov applied to the surface of the sea as a viciously poetical com- 
pound word; and redéodopoy ‘ end-fulfilling’ ‘thought-executing’ 
(King Lear) attached to spo6vpiay and webo. The examples of 
yAérra: are the phrases, only fit for poetry, déuppa rj somoe, rip 
Tis picews aracGadiav and dxpdrp rijs S:avoias dpy_ rebnypévov: the 
first a Pindaric (and Homeric) word, the second Homeric, and 
the third sounding very like a fragment of a tragedy. “His 
epithets,” says Aristotle, “he employs not for the sauce but for 
the solid food”—the piéce de resistance—of his intellectual 
banquet: where it may be remarked that Aristotle himself is 
guilty of a mapovoyacia, whether intentionally or not I will not 
venture to decide: od yap dvopatt yxpirat GAN’ ds édéopare Trois émbe- 


—-— 


at 
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s. Instead of apdye, for example, he says, dpopaig ry ras Wryas 
nH, ANd oxvdpewdy ri Gpevrida ras Wuyys, and instead of crddas, rois 
s UAns xAcdos, and so on. Lastly of the misuse of metaphor 
iree examples are given, the description of philosophy as 
rereixiopa ray répwv, Of the Odyssey as calc» avOpwwivou Biou xaros- 
ov, ANA ovdey rocvroy abvppa +H woujoe xpood<eper, the meaning of 
rhich no commentator has succeeded in eliciting. Dionysius, de 
sseo Jud. c. 19, characterises his style as “somewhat coarse and 
ralgar,”’ saytrepoy xal xowdrepor riw réEew. 

These faults of style were exhibited in various declamations, 
of which only the names survive in a few instances. Two speeches 
which do not contain them pass current under his name; these 
are generally held to be the work of some later sophist, though 
Spengel, Art. Script. p. 173 sq., vigorously defends the genuine- 
ness of one of them, sepi cogire», which he supposes to be 
directed against Isocrates. Aristotle twice mentions his Adyos 
Meronnaxds, Rhet. 1.13, p. 47.3 (where the Scholiast, ap. Spengel, 
p. 175, supplies the quotation, which is wanting in the text,) and 
H, 23 init. It was, as the Scholiast explains, a declamation, éx- 
durrxds Adyos, “in defence of the revolt of the Messenians from 
the Lacedsemonians, and their refusal to submit to slavery.” 
The only other extract from his works in Aristotle’s Rhetoric is 
an illustration of the argument ¢é{ éxaywyijs, i.e. induction per 
Cnumerationem simplicem. The thesis to be proved is a very 
simple one, “that men of genius are held in universal esteem ;” 
‘at any rate the Parians have always paid honour to Archilo- 
thus, though a foul-mouthed railer; and the Chians to Homer, 
chough he was not a fellow-citizen; and the Mytilenseans to 
Sappho, though she was a woman; and the Lacedemonians, 
‘hough anything but lovers of literature, made Chilon a member 
of their Council of Elders; and the Italian Greeks paid honour 
© Pythagoras; and the Lampsacenes bestowed the rites of sepul- 
‘are upon a mere stranger, Anaxagoras, and honour him even to 
his day; and the Athenians flourished under the laws of Solon, 
and the Lacedsemonians under those of Lycurgus, and at Thebes 
she leading men became philosophers, and all that time the city 
Jourished.” Q 

Another declamation of his in praise of the courtesan Nais, 
Athen. x11. 592 c. seems to Gerlach, Hist. Stud. 1. c., to mark the 
legeneracy of the Sophists. If so they began to degenerate very 
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soon; for Alcidamas, though somewhat younger, was probably 
contemporary with the earliest of them. A speech in praise of 
death “which consists of the enumeration of human. ills,” is also 
mentioned by Cicero, Tusc. Disp. 1.48, § 116. Gerlach’s phrase, 
von Cicero wegen seines stiles viel bewundert, and Dr L. Schmitz’s 
(in Smith’s Dict. of Biogr.) “of which Cicero seems to speak with 
great praise” are hardly justified by the author’s words. He . 
merely says, that the speech was wanting in those nice reasons ; 
which are accumulated by philosophers, but was not wanting in ; 
copiousness of language. | 

We learn from Plutarch, vit. Dem. (in Spengel and Gerlach 
ll. cc.) and also from Dion. Hal. ad Amm. Ep. I. c. 2, that Alci- 
damas emulated his rhetorical contemporaries and predecessor, x 
in writing a réyyy. This treatise must have contained his division _ 
of the Adyos, or classification of modes of expression, into dda, 
anépacts, épdrnos, mpocayspevors, see ante, No. 7, p. 50, n. 2. It like- 
wise contained his definition of rhetoric, duvayis rod dvros wbavct 
(Rhet. anon. ap. Spengel, p. 213); the form which the ordinary 
sophistical definition of the object of the art took with Alcida- 
mas and his school, rotrov 8€ rév dpov of rept rd» *AAxtSdpavra éAeyor. 

We now come to a much more important personage in the 
history of Rhetoric and prose composition. This is Thrasyma- 
chus of Chalcedon, who, if we may believe Dionysius, and Theo- 
phrastus whom he quotes, really did good service in the improve- 
ment of the prose style of his countrymen. 

At the commencement of his treatise De adm, Vi Dic. in De 
mosth., Dionysius distinguishes three kinds of style, taking as 
the representatives of them severally, Thucydides of the first, 
Lysias of the second, and Thrasymachus and Isocrates of the 
third or middle style, which the latter is alleged to have carried 
nearly to perfection. The first, which is described as éénAAaypen 
Kal mepirry kat éykatdoKevos cai rois émOérots Kéopots Grace oupmenAnper 
perm ré~s, “a style novel!, affected, and elaborately artificial, | 
crowded with all kinds of ornamental additions,” is illustrated by | 
a long quotation from the 82nd chapter of the third book of 
Thucydides, a passage which he cites elsewhere (de Thuc. Jud. c. 
29) applying to it thegvell-merited terms cxodtd kai dvomapaxodot- 





1 On é\d\ayuern, ‘deviating from The latter gives as an example degcrepor 
common usage,” see Ern. Lex. Tech. «ard pafdy for degudv. 
Gr. and Arist. Poet. c. 20, p. 176. 5. 
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hardly intelligible and full of figures so complicated as to 
the appearance of solecism.” “ Of this style,” he says, 
standard and the measure is Thucydides; a writer whom 
of his successors has surpassed, nor (as he sarcastically 
imitated.” 
he second kind of style is the simple and plain dry ai ade- 
resenting a nearer approach to the ordinary language of 
orsation. “This method of composition boasted many emi- 
masters, historians, philosophers, and orators. For the com- 
s of genealogies and of ‘ topical’ histories!, and the physical 
alled Ionian) philosophers, and all the writers of ethical dia- 
‘s, comprising the entire school of Socrates, with the excep- 
of Plato, and the composers of political and forensic speeches, 
iged almost without exception to this class of writers. This 
was carried to the height of the perfection of which it was 
ble by Lysias.” It is called by Aristotle, Rhet. 11. 9, init. 
m recs, “a structure,” he says, “which was formerly em- 
-d by all writers, and is still by the majority now-a-days.” 
word clpopévy (rp ovrdeop@ pia,) ‘connected, strung together,’ 
‘he links of a chain, or the joints of a reed, without internal 
1ization, is well rendered by Mure, Hist. Gr. Lit. 1v. p. 123, 
jointed style.” It is otherwise called (Demetr. de Eloc. 12) 
tern’, “ disjointed or loose,” which expresses the same charac- 
y a figure still in use; and by the same author dcadeAvpery and 
upem. (Ern. Lex. Techn. Gr. s. v. dcapeiv.) Herodotus is 
ted by Aristotle as the representative of this manner of 


ng. 


Under these two names are desig- 


all the early historical, mytho- 
L and geographical writers who 
cluded under the general term 
pdpor. Acusilaus of Argos and 
gus of Miletus were both authors 
thological works, to which they 
he name of yeveadoyla:. See Mure, 
of Gk. Lit. Vol. rv. pp. 133, 158. 
nicus’ Atlantis was also a work of 
tharacter. Topical histories, are 
is confine themselves to particular 
ries, instead of embracing in one 
ive the history of the known world. 
were the Lydiaca of Xanthus of 


Vor, HT. December, 1856. 


Lydia, the Annals of Lampsacus by 
Charon of that city, and various works 
of Hellanicus of Lesbos. Mure, Op. cit. 
pp. 165, 172, 228 sq. 

* It is to be observed that Aristotle 
in the same chapter, p. 137. 7, applies 
the word in a different sense to a struc- 
ture in which the clauses are distin- 
guished, but not opposed—rjjs d¢ é 
Kodo AdEews 4 pev Senpyudn cory 7 
52 dyrixetuéry—and the example he gives 
of it is the opening of Isocrates’ pane- 
gyric speech; wodAdais éOatyaca rep 
Tas wamrytpes cuvaybyT ww Kal rovs yupurt- 
xods dyGras xaracrnodyruy. 
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To this is opposed the third style, xareorpappévn, (Arist. 1. c.) 
dvrixeipemn, orpoyyvAn, 7 év mepiddors Ads, ‘the condensed,’ ‘ antithe- 
tical,’ ‘rounded,’ ‘periodic’ structure, which is compared by 
Aristotle to the “ antistrophes of the old poets” (such as Pindar), 
as the cipouém Acfs is likened to the rambling unconnected flights 
of the dithyrambic preludes. 

This style, occupying a middle place between the two former, 
equally removed from the homely and unstudied simplicity of 
Lysias, and the obscurity, affected graces and poetical flights of 
the higher attempts of Thucydides at fine writing—for of his 
ordinary narrative style, and of many of his simpler speeches, 
Dionysius, in his special treatise on this author, expresses the 
greatest admiration (de Thuc. Jud. c.55, and elsewhere) —is called 
for this reason, 7 péon A€éts, and is said to be “mixed and com- 
pounded” of the other two. 

The origination of this middle style of writing is attributed by 
the same author in another place, but with considerable hesitation, 
to Lysias, de Lysia Jud, c. 6, p. 464, Ed. Reiske. The reason there 
assigned is derived from chronological considerations ; “and even 
if this be not granted,” he adds, “ because [read 76 for ré with Ste- 
phens] he was at any rate certainly more versed in real contests 
(i.e. judicial and political) than the other. However, I have no 
certain conviction as to which of the two was the earlier author 
of this excellent species of composition; but that Lysias more 
excelled in it, this I can confidently affirm.” In the former pas- 
sage (Demosth. c. 3) he speaks still more uncertainly “ whether 
it was Thrasymachus the Chalcedonian, as Theophrastus thinks, 
who first harmonized this style and reduced it to its present 
order, or any one else, I cannot say.” The authority of Theo- 
phrastus, who lived two centuries nearer to the authors of whom 
he speaks, the uncertainty of Dionysius, and the weightier chro- 
nological reasons urged against him by Spengel, p. 95, will justify 
us in pronouncing that Thrasymachus, and not Lysias, is entitled 
to the credit of having been the first to write in the “middle 
style,” and of having set an example in composition to Isocrates. 

This Sophist then was the first who adopted a regular periodic 
structure of sentences “which concentrates the ideas, and éx- 
presses them roundly!.” His manner of composition found fa- 


1 Dionysius, de Lys. Jud.c. 6. %  éxdépovoa. ‘What is meant by the 
gvoTpépovea Td vojuara kal orpoyyUAws oTpoyyvAoy appears clearly from the 
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ur in the eyes of Dionysius, who describes it (Demoth. c. 3) as 
judicious mixture of what is valuable in the plain and orna- 
ental styles: and again commends him (de Is#o Jud. c. 20) as 
ire and refined, and skilful in inventing and expressing anything 
» pleases, tersely and excellently. Most unfortunately the ex- 
act from Thrasymachus! by which he illustrates this character 
so corrupt, that we are scarcely able to form a judgment for 
irselves of his merits; and I will therefore content myself with 
uoting Spengel’s opinion, p. 95, that the encomium is justified 
y the excellence, in point of sentiment and diction, of the frag- 
1ents, corrupt and mutilated as they are, which are to be found 
a Dionysius?. 

This account of his merits as a composer is partially con- 
irmed by Cicero in various passages: he notices especially the 
tarmonious structure of his periods, which he seems to have cul- 
tivated even to a vicious excess; see Orat. 13 and 52. In the 
same treatise, c. 12, he is classed with Gorgias as one of the 
earliest introducers of those rhythmical figures, antithesis, &c. 
which were one of the chief characteristics of the Sicilian style 
of rhetoric: “aperte ac palam elaboratur ut verba verbis quasi 
lemensa et paria respondeant, ut crebro conferantur pugnantia 
‘omparenturque contraria, et ut pariter extrema terminentur 
undemque referant in cadendo sonum—hec tractasse Thrasy- 
1achum Chalcedonium primum et Leontinum ferunt Gorgiam.” 
Ve may perhaps infer from the silence of Dionysius upon this 
oint, that Thrasymachus was sparing in the employment of these 
rnaments; for from the nature of the epithets which the critic 
abitually applies to them—puerile, affected, theatrical, and the 
ke— it is highly improbable that, if they had occupied a promi- 
ent place in the writings of Thrasymachus, he would have failed 
» notice it. 

The attention which Thrasymachus bestowed upon the har- 
1ony of his numbers is further illustrated by a notice of Aristotle, 


cample which Hermogenes has given Aéfis Exovea dpxiw Kal redeuriy airy 
om Demosthenes: Worep yap ef ris kad’ abrhy, kal uéyefos ebotvorror. 
celyew éEddw av Tdde ovx dy &ypayas, 1 Demosth. c. 3. 

Irws dy od viv ads addos ob ypdwe. 2 A story, but apparently not told in 
uch a sentence is like a circle which Thrasymachus’ own language, is quoted 
ecessarily returns to itself.” Miiller, by Athensus, X. p. 416 4, from one of 
list. Gr. Lit. xxxvi. 5. Similarly his mpoolmua. 

ristotle, Rhet. 111. 9, defines a period, 
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in the chapter, Rhet. m1. 8, which treats of the rhythm of prose. 
composition, and the metrical feet adapted to it. He tells us 
that Rhetoricians, from Thrasymachus downwards!, made use of 
the ‘pseon,’ withont understanding the nature of it. To remedy | 
this ignorance, in which his contemporaries must otherwise have 
burst, he explains that the pzeon is a foot which has the ratio of 5. 
3: 2, i.e. three short syllables to one long one, which is equal to , 
two short; the iambus and trochee having the ratio of 2:1; |. 
and the ‘heroic’ metre (dactyl and spondee) the ratio of 1:1, | 
one long syllable to two short in the dactyl, and long to long in 
the spondee: but of these the pseonic is the only measure which } 
is appropriate to prose; and that because the cadence does not 
strike obtrusively upon the ear; whereas the others are metrical, 
and have a tendency, from their marked rhythm, to distract the 
attention of the audience from the subject under discussion, and : 
to keep them continually on the look out for the recurrence of 
the corresponding cadence, «ai dpa rai é€icrnow, mpocéxew yap rout 
T@ duoim dre wddw fe. Further, he informs us that there are two 
kinds of pzeons, those viz. which we now call the first and the last, 
—vvvu and vuu-. Of these the former ought to be employed 
at the beginning of the speech: the latter at the close. But 
Thrasymachus and the early rhetoricians did not make this dis- 
tinction, but began and ended with the first?, According to 
Aristotle therefore in this respect, both the theory and practice 
of Thrasymachus were faulty3. 

From the passage of Aristotle, de Soph. El. 183 B. 28 sq,, 
already quoted, we may infer that in that author's opinion, and 
perhaps also in that of the public generally, Tisias, Thrasyma- 
chus, and Theodorus, were the three authors who had made the 
most important contributions towards the advancement of the 
study of Rhetoric; whether by their theoretical writings or prac- 
tical illustrations of their principles is not stated. The inference . 
is founded merely upon the selection of their names out of the 
mass of writers upon the art, for nothing is said of the value of 
their contributions to it. Aristotle is comparing the considerable 





ga. pl 


~ dee - 


1 Quintilian, Ix. 4. 87, says he ‘in- symachus in Aristotle’s Rhetoric oc- 


vented’ it. curs c. II. p. 134. 6, where a remark - 
4 See Vater’s note on Rhet. m1. 8. of his is quoted as an illustration of 


5. p. 125. 12. the legitimate employment of a meta- 
8 The only remaining noticeofThra- _phor. 
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development which the art of Rhetoric had received in his own 
tme by the successive labours of Tisias, Thrasymachus, Theo- 
dorus, and many others who had contributed portions, with the 
total absence of the very elements of the science of logic, of 
which, nevertheless, rhetoric is merely a branch—a want which 
the author had just been supplying by his books of Analytics and 
Topics. ; 

Dionysius affirms that Thrasymachus confined himself in the 
sophistical manner to technical treatises, and the composition of 
declamations for the use of his school; he wrote neither forensic 
nor political speeches’. This must not be understood literally ; 
for not only is the fragment, quoted by Dionysius himself, taken 
from a public harangue addressed to the Athenian assembly, but 
in this same chapter in which the statement occurs, Thrasyma- 

chus is mentioned as one of those “who exercised their style in 
the rhetoric of real debates,” meaning, most likely, that he wrote 
speeches for the use of parties in suits, and criminals under trial. 
This contradiction is noticed by Gerlach, Hist. Stud. p. 84, not., 
who also refers to another ‘deliberative’ speech of his written 
for the Larisseans, from which Clement of Alexandria, Strom. vr, 
P. 624, quotes the words ‘ApyeAd@ dovdedooper “EAAnves Svres BapBdpo; 
Comparing it with a line of Euripides’ Telephus, "EAAnves Syres 
RapBapos dovretoopev; see Valck. Diatr. in Fragm. Eur. c. xx. p. 
211. The technical works which we find referred to by ancient 
authors are, a réxvn pyropexy in Suidas, comp. Schol. Arist. Av. 881, 
(possibly the same with the Aen); a treatise named imepBdddovres, 
mentioned by Plutarch, Conv. 1. p. 616, with Aristotle’s réro: (as 
far as we can judge from Plutarch’s context, it may probably 
have consisted of specimens of arguments on opposite sides of 
various questions, or rules for conducting arguments, with ap- 
propriate illustrations); dgoppai pynropixai, a “rhetorical magazine,” 
and saiyna, lusus, “diversions” (both, it may be supposed, col- 
lections of declamations and exercises illustrating the manner of 
treating particular topics?) also in Suidas, Gerlach, 1. c.; and 


1 Dionys. de Iseo Jud. c. 20. és 
3S dorly & rots rexvoypagixots kal émt- 
Secxrixots’ Suxavexods 5é 7} cup,Boudeutixovs 
ovx dwodd\ouwe éyous. Cic. de Orat. 
111. 16. § 59. qui minus ipsi in republica 
versarentur, sed hujus tamen ejusdem 


sapientise doctores essent, ut Gorgias 
Thrasymachus Isocrates. 

2 Quintilian, 11. 1.12. Horum primi 
communes locos tractasse dicuntur, Pro- 
tagoras, Gorgias, Prodicus, et Thrasy- 
machus. 
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lastly the Men, cited by Aristotle, Rhet. 11.1, p. 113. 24, which 
Cicero translates miserationes. The main subject of this latter 
work, as may be gathered from the title, and from Plato's de 
scription, Pheedr. 267 cv, was the various arts by which the judges 
ina cause might be moved to compassion, and their minds biassed 
in favour of the party who makes the appeal, or against his ad- 
véersary; in short, it treated of the art of exciting in an audience 
indignation and pity, favour and resentment, pleasure and pain, 
suljects which do not belong to the art of rhetoric properly so 
called, but have nevertheless great influence 8:4 rip rot dxpoaroi 
poxOnplay; and it is by no means unlikely that Aristotle had this 
particular treatise in his mind when he condemns the intro- 
duction of such topics as tw rot spdyparos, Rhet. 1.1, p. 1. 16, 
rhetoric being, when properly treated, an appeal to the reason, 
and not to the passions. However, the work was not confined to 
this branch of the art, but contained also a few hints upon 
action, or the delivery of a speech, indxpiors. Arist.Lc. If the 
@\eo. was Thrasymachus’ réyvy, as Spengel seems to think, he is 
probably right in supposing that the rule about the use of the 
pzon, above quoted, was introduced in it, and in that case it 
must also have treated of the rules of composition in general. 
Plato’s somewhat satirical! description of its contents—for though 
he does not name it, there can be no doubt that he is referring 
to this work—I cannot do better than give in the words of his 
translator Mr Wright. “But in the art of dragging in piteous 
whinings on poverty and age, there never was, I believe, such a 
master as the hero of Chalcedon. He was a terrible fellow too 
for rousing the passions of a crowd, and lulling them again when 
roused by the magic of his song, as he used to say; and pre-emi- 
nent in the power of raising and rebutting a calumnious charge 
on any ground whatsoever.” We might gather from the fre- 
quency with which Thrasymachus is mentioned in the Pheedrus, 
and from the manner in which he is put forward as the repre- 
sentative of the professional rhetoricians of the day, what we 
have already learnt from other sources, that he was one of the 
most eminent and esteemed persons of his class. 


1 I do not mean unfaithful; if the point of view at least he had a right to 
contenta wore such as he describes—and speak satirically of them. 
we have no reason to dyubt it—from his 
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It appears however from the same authority that he differed 
from them neither in the technical handling of his subject, nor 
in his practical method of instruction. In his humorous sketch: 
of the early rhetoricians in the Pheedrus Plato shews that they 
were altogether deficient in sound logical analysis and knowledge 
of human nature, or the study of the different characters of men, * 
without which no scientific treatment of the art of rhetoric, even 
in their own sense as the art of persuasion, is possible. Their 
attention was exclusively directed to externals; the technical 
divisions of the speech, the illustration of the use of particular 
réro. Or methods of argument, the art of gratifying the ears of 
an audience by the rhythmical structure and harmonious modu- 
lations of a period, the art of exciting various passions in the 
judges, and thus, to borrow Aristotle’s image, warping and dis- 
torting the rule by which the case is to be tried, the art of adapt- 
ing the action of the body to the sentiments delivered, and such 
like empirical artifices; some of them as Plato himself allows 
necessary preliminaries to an art of rhetoric, but no more consti- 
tuting that art than a knowledge of the effect of certain drugs and 
applications constitutes a science of medicine, without a corre- 
sponding knowledge of the nature of the objects to which they 
are to be applied, of the times at which they ought to be admi- 
nistered, and the extent to which they may be carried; or the 
knowledge “ how to make an immensely long speech on a trifling 
subject, or a short speech on a very important subject, or the 
power of composing at pleasure pathetic, or terrible, or menacing 
speeches, and so forth,” constitutes the art of tragedy. In 
short these men cultivated the art of persuading, by any means, 
regular and irregular, legitimate and the reverse, but neglected 
that of convincing; they were eminently successful in imparting 
empirical skill and practical dexterity to their pupils, but con- 
veyed no real scientific knowledge, and wofully impaired their 
regard for truth and probity. It is upon this that the ridicule in 
the Pheedrus is based; and Plato’s charges are so fully confirmed 
by Aristotle in his preliminary notices in the introduction to his 

Rhetoric and in other places, to which I have already drawn 
attention, that we have no right whatever to suppose that he was 
‘led to indulge in these disparaging comments merely by an innate 
love of mockery or a feeling of hostility to the Sophists arising 
from the difference between them and himself in habit of mind 
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and professional occupations. Technical writers upon rhetoric in . 


later times naturally enough spoke highly of the services ren- 
dered by the Sophists to the advancement of their art; Plato, 
taking a wider view and a higher standard, who was moreover an 
eye-witness of the evil which such a system of education wrought 
upon the character of his contemporaries, not unnaturally nor 
unrighteously, as I think, used every available means to check 
its progress. I believe it is admitted that satire, as it is a most 
effective so is a perfectly lawful weapon to wield in a just cause; 
and if it may not be employed against unscientific unphilosoph- 
ical unscrupulous pretenders, who were usurping functions for 
which they possessed no proper qualifications, substituting 
trickery for logic, empiricism for philosophy, and trifling for 
serious study; supplying their pupils, that is, a large portion of 
the young men of talent and distinction of the day, with a fearful 
instrument of mischief, whilst they undermined all the principles 
which might have enabled them to use it aright—and such was 
the light in which Plato regarded these men—if satire may not 
be directed against men such as these, then may Plato justly be 
condemned, and with him all those who by working upon the 
dread of ridicule, so powerful a motive when all other motives 
fail, have ever laughed or frightened mankind, not perhaps into 
virtue, but at least into decency. And so let us pass on to 
examine what Plato says about Thrasymachus’ opinions in the 
introduction to his Republic. 

He is there represented as thrusting himself with insolent 
and overbearing violence into a discussion which Socrates is 
carrying on with Polemarchus upon the nature of justice. This 
he undertakes to settle by a definition, and after a good deal of 
somewhat fierce banter and derisive irony, heat length with feigned 
reluctance propounds his theory that justice is ‘the interest of 
the stronger;’ that is, as he afterwards explains, that justice 
consists in the obedience of the weaker, the governed, to laws 
made by the stronger, the governors, for their own advantage. 
This advantage consists in power, riches, and pleasure; and a 
ruler who is worthy of the name regards his subjects precisely 
as a shepherd does his flock, he fattens and takes care of 
them solely with a view to his own benefit and by no means 
to theirs. Consequently a man’s highest interest is the com- 
pletest injustice; and the happiest of human beings is the tyrant, 
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uses his authority in the unscrupulous appropriation, but 
ously and so far only as is consistent with his own safety, 
e property of those who are silly enough to act ‘justly’ 
pbey him; committing by wholesale crimes which bring 
ign punishment and the deepest disgrace when they are 
‘ted in an ordinary offender. The disgrace however which 
tached to crime and the reproaches which men heap upon 
‘e due to their dread of suffering, not of committing in- 
‘e, “and thus it is,” he concludes, “that injustice, when it 
1s its complete development, is a stronger, a nobler, and 
re lordly thing than justice, and, as I said at first, justice 
> interest of the stronger, and injustice the advantage and 
est of oneself!.” Rep. 336 B sq., 343 a—344c. Such is 
symachus’ doctrine of justice. Nothing is said of rhetoric 
ise the discussion does not turn upon any question imme- 
ly connected with it; but there can be little doubt as to the 
‘e of the instructions and practice to which such views must 
led. I have already noticed (Vol. 1. p. 140) the similarity 
e opinions professed by Polus in the Gorgias with those 
attributed to Thrasymachus?, There is also a considerable 


“he doctrine that justice is rd roi 
wos fuudépoy is stated without any 
’3 name as held by ruwés, Legg. 
} B, O, D. 
“he theory of Callicles in the Gor- 
; pronounced by Mr Grote, Hist. 
ece, VIII. 537, to be “ essentially 
at” from that of Thrasymachus in 
epublic. According to Callicles 
is the natural right of the stronger, 
requires that the stronger should 
his supremacy over the weaker; 
rdinary conventional notions of 
current in society (7d Slxacoy youw 
) ptce, as the Sophists expressed 
ng invented and maintained by 
aker for the purpose of controlling 
slaving the other, and preventing 
om exercising his natural right to 
ir lord and master. This as a 
is perhaps not zdenttcal with the 
It has however some points in 
mm, a8 will be seen by comparing 
2xven in the meagre summary that 


I have given, particularly the view taken 
of conventional justice in society: and 
the results of the two, as well as the 
practice founded upon them, would be 
very much the same, viz. that it is every 
man’s business to gain as much power 
as he can, the means being a matter of 
indifference, for the purpose of self- 
gratification and self-indulgence. Nay 
if we examine them a little more closely 
I think it will appear that they might 
be stated in nearly the same terms. If 
justice requires, as Thrasymachus says, 
that the weaker obey the stronger, it 
must be just also for the stronger to 
exact that obedience; and this brings us 
to Callicles’ position, that justice is the 
right of the stronger. There is no doubt 
the distinction that in Thrasymachus’ 
theory the stronger who has a right to 
our obedience is the constituted autho- 
rity of the state, whilst in Callicles’ the 
right resides in natural superiority: but 
this seems to be merely a different way 


278 Journal of Philology. 

resemblance between their characters, the same insolence and 
intemperate violence being conspicuous in them both; the only 
ditference being that Thrasymachus is the more perfect bully 
of the two. That this was in reality a marked feature of their 
character we have contemporary evidence, quoted by Aristotle, 
Rhet. 11. 23, p. 105. 26. Herodicus the physician is reported to 
have replied to some intemperate sally of Polus and Thrasyms- 
chus, “ Ah! you are always like your name;” the names of both 
being significant, and expressive of hot-headedness and ungover- 
able temper. 

I must now return for a moment to Mr Grote’s famous 
chapter in order to consider his arguments in defence of this 
Sophist. It is there urged on his behalf that “the theory itself, 
though incorrect and defective, is not so detestable” as has been 
represented ; that “it is the style and manner in which it is put 
forward” that makes it so offensive; that this offensiveness in 
the manner of stating it—viz. that it makes the just man ap- 
pear weak and silly, and presents “ injustice in all the prestige of 
triumph and dignity,”—as well as “the unnecessarily offensive 
accessories” with which it is brought out, that is, the brutality of 
demeanour attributed by Plato to the person who maintains it, 
are what chiefly prejudices us against the doctrine itself; and 
finally, it is inferred, that a practised “‘rhetor ” like Thrasyma- 
chus, who had studied the principles of his art, and had learnt 
to consult and understood how to conciliate the common senti- 
ments of an audience, could never have propounded such a theory 
publicly. . 

With respect to the last point there can be little doubt that 
had Thrasymachus been addressing a public assembly of men 
unaccustomed to hear moral questions debated, and strongly 
biassed by education, association, and habit in favour of the opi- 
nions generally current about them in their society; or had he 
been writing a speech for a plaintiff or defendant in a civil 
action, where it was thought of the utmost importance to put 
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of stating the same doctrine; for both 
theories are evidently founded upon the 
principle that man has a natural right 
to do what he pleases; all that he re- 
quires is power, which confers or carries 
with it that right. 

The sophistical opinion that justice 


is a mere convention and founded upon 
nothing but positive enactment was after- 
wards revived by Carneades the Aca- 
demic. ‘ Jurasibi homines pro utilitate 
sanxisse, scilicet varia pro moribus—jus 
autem naturale esse nullum.” Cic. de 
Rep. Ill. 15. 24. 
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and keep the audience in a good humour with themselves and 
the speaker; he would not have ventured thus to fly in the 
face of public opinion. But this is not the case in Plato’s Repub- 
lic. He is there exhibited as stating his views to an audience 
capable of understanding him, not likely to be particularly 
shocked by any moral heresy, and whose prejudices, if they had 
any, it was in no way his interest to flatter. It does not at all 
follow because Thrasymachus in a philosophical discussion states 
unpalatable opinions broadly and decidedly, that he would do 
the same on occasions to him of much more importance, and 
before persons whom he knew he would offend by them. I must 
confess for my own part that I do not think we have any right 
to allow “inferences” derived from our own notions of what is 
probable or the reverse to weigh against positive statements of 
authors whom we profess to follow; and it certainly seems to me 
- that we require some stronger evidence to induce us to believe 
that Plato has here been guilty of falsehood or exaggeration. 
Surely Plato’s word is at least as good authority for Thrasymachus 
having maintained such a doctrine as any mere inferences can be 
against it. 

Again with regard to the “unnecessary accessories” with 
which the theory is said to be surrounded and its offensiveness 
heightened, logically no doubt the brutality of manners with 
which Thrasymachus is depicted may be considered unnecessary, 
but dramatically, as Plato is sketching a character whilst he 
follows out an argument, these characteristics may be in the 
highest degree necessary. The question here is not whether the 
traits are necessary, but whether they are true: and so far as we 
have any contemporary evidence upon the point I have already 
shown that it is confirmatory of Plato’s delineation. 

With respect to the theory itself I think it needless to offer 
many remarks. It asserts in plain terms that might is right; 
and that a man is consulting his highest interests when he plun- 
ders his neighbours and gratifies his own passions. Can a man 
hold such opinions without allowing his practice to be in some 
degree influenced and his instructions coloured by them? and if 
they are so, does not this entitle us to pronounce him an immoral 
teacher!? And what conceivable reason can we suppose Plato to 


1 ‘Those who read attentively the will see that the substantive opinion 
discourses of Glaukon and Adeimantus, ascribed to Thrasymachus, apart from 
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have had for selecting Thrasymachus out of all those who held 
them (see Rep. 11. 358 c) as the exponent of these opinions unless 
he really did at some time or other either in speech or writing 
maintain them? Whether these doctrines were put forth in his 
dissertations de Natura Rerum, on which as Cicero informs us, de 
Orat. 11: 32, § 128, he treated and wrote (disseruit et scripsit), 
like Prodicus and Protagoras, though the thing is probable 
enough in itself, cannot be ascertained from want of sufficient 
evidence. 

A contemptuous allusion to Thrasymachus and the fees which 
like the other professors of rhetoric he exacted for his instruc- 
tions occurs in a line of Ephippus, Athen. x1. 509 c, in which we 
have already (Vol. 11. p. 145) endeavoured to show that Meineke’s 
emendation, BpvawvodpacupaxetoAnWixeppdrar, ought to be adopted: 
Like Bryson and others he was ready to accept copper if he 
could not get silver or the smallest change when integral coins 
were not to be had. I do not at all suppose that Ephippus 
means to say that the fees which Thrasymachus received were 
really small, which from the high reputation he enjoyed was 
not likely to be the case, or in fact that he has any other mean- 
ing than to express his contempt for the Sophists, and their prac- 
tice of taking fees in general; however it appears from Juvenal, 
Sat. vir, 204,that Thrasymachus was one of those who had occasion 
“to repent of their empty and barren profession (vanee sterilisque 
cathedree) as his end proves”—an allusion which is explained by the 
Scholiast, we know not upon what authority, qui suspendio periit: 
it is certainly strange that a popular rhetorician contemporary 
with Protagoras and Gorgias, Hippias and Prodicus, should have 
been driven, if the fact really were so, by want to commit suicide. 

A certain Thrasymachus appears, in an exclamation, in a 
fragment of Aristophanes’ Aaradeis, Dind. Fr. i. Meineke, Fr. xvi. 
Vol. 1. p. 1033. The passage is part of a dialogue between a 
respectable old fashioned father and a son who has been trained 
under the new system which is just coming into vogue at Athens, 
and who consequently employs in his ordinary conversation a. 
number of new-fangled words which he has caught from the 
rhetoricians of the day. One of these is, according to Meineke’s 


the brutality with which he is made to —much less against the Sophists gene- 
state it, does not even countenance the rally.” Grote, Hist. of Greece, vim. 
charge of immoral teaching against him 539. 
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emended reading, xadoxayafeiv, upon which the old man breaks 
out into the exclamation, Oip’, § Opacipaye, ris rovro rév fumpydper 
repbpeveras; The Thrasymachus here mentioned was usually, and 
very naturally, taken to be the Chalcedonian Sophist ; but upon 
this Meineke puts a very decided negative, quse interpretatio 
nullo pacto ferri potest ; though at the same time he supplies us 
neither with a reason for his decision nor with any other expla- 
nation. His reason is doubtless that he thinks Thrasymachus 
in 428, the year in which the Aaradcis appeared, could not have 
been known at Athens as a rhetorician. It is certainly improba- 
ble, but Iam not aware of any positive evidence against such a 
supposition. Protagoras taught at Athens before Gorgias’ first 
visit in 427 (Hipp. Mag. 282 p); and Thrasymachus was contem- 
porary with the earliest of the Sophists. The old Athenian in 
the Aaradcis had another son, whom he brought up on the old 
fashioned system of training the body and mind equally by 
music and gymnastics; the pair are contrasted in the play, and 
of course our sympathies are enlisted on behalf of the represen- 
tative of the earlier mode of education. From them the play 
seems popularly to have got the name of 6 cadpay yo xaramtyor, 
under which it is described, Nub. 522. 

The singular epitaph engraved upon his tomb at Chalcedon 
is quoted by Atheneeus, x. 454.F, from “the book of epigrams 
of Neoptolemus the Parian.” 


Toivopa Onra, pa, ddda, cay, v, pv, aGAda, xi, ov, oar. 
Harpis XaAdxndav 4 d€ réxvn odin. 


Another Sophist and Rhetorician, somewhat later than Thra- 
symachus and contemporary with Isocrates but older (Busiris, 
§ 50), was Polycrates the Athenian, of whom little more is known 
than the names of some of his declamations. He practised, or 
wrote speeches for use, in the law-courts, as well as show 
speeches for his own glory or for his school. Dionysius, de Isseo 
Jud. c. 20, classes him with Antiphon, Thrasymachus, Critias, 
and Zoilus, amongst the followers of Lysias and writers of the 
“exact” school, and composers of forensic speeches for real 
contests. In the latter he is pronounced “empty,” and in his 
declamatory compositions “affected and vulgar, and inelegant in 
the passages where grace is required.” In another place of the 
same author he is ranked with Antiphon, Theodorus, Iszeus, 
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Zoilus, and Anaximenes as a second-rate author who had pro- 
duced “nothing very new or extraordinary.” 

The two most famous declamations of Polycrates—or at any 
rate those for which he took most credit to himself, Isocr. Bus. 
§ 4—were the carryopia Swxparous, and the drodoyia Bovoipidos!, Isocr, 
Lc. Quintil. m. 17. 4, m1. 1.11. Of the same kind was a “de- 
fence of Clytemnestra,” mentioned also by Quintilian. No doubt 
the reason assigned by him for this odd choice of themes is the 
true one, that Polycrates viz. selected them in order to display 
his ingenuity to greater advantage by maintaining a startling 
paradox, and triumphing over the difficulty of the subject—a 
motive which may have been not without its weight in deter- 
mining various modern critics and historians to similar attempts 
at rehabilitation. The “accusation of Socrates” was beyond all 
doubt a mere énidegis: Diogenes Laertius, who in his life of So- 
crates, 11. 38, first tells us on the authority of Hermippus that it 
was the speech actually delivered on the trial, quotes afterwards 
from Favorinus a conclusive argument against its genuineness, 
that it “‘mentioned the restoration of the walls of Athens by 
Conon, which did not occur until six years after Socrates’ death;” 
so clumsy a forger was Polycrates. 

These two declamations called down upon him the animad- 
versions of Isocrates, who “perceiving that he prided himself 
most highly ” upon their composition, kindly undertook with the 
most friendly intentions, as he says, and the sincerest desire of 
doing him a service, “to endeavour to make it plain to him that 
he had deviated widely from the rules of propriety in both of 
them.” Bus. §§ 2, 3, 4. It is. to this benevolent effort that we 
are indebted for Isocrates’ Busiris, in which he proposes to 
Polycrates and the public a model of a panegyric and apology of 


1 Busiris, whom Polycrates took for 
the theme of his apologetic panegyric, 
was a king of Egypt, son of Poseidon 
and Libya daughter of Epaphus and 
granddaughter of Zeus, Isocr. Bus. § 10, 
who, according to the common story, to 
relieve his country from a dearth of nine 
years’ duration under the direction of a 
soothsayer of Cyprus named Phrasius 
sacrificed annually to Zeus one of the 
strangers who visited Egypt, the pro- 


phet himself being offered as the first 
victim. Polycrates in his ‘apology,’ 
stated that he not only killed, but ate 
them, Bus. § 31; a topic, as Isocrates 
justly remarks, not particularly well 
suited to a panegyrical oration. The 
name of Busiris became proverbial for 
atrocious barbarity; whence Virg. Georg. 
III. 4. 
Quis aut Eurysthea durum 
Aut illaudati nescit Busiridis aras. 


eke, GE 


ahi Siam’, 


On the Sophistical Rhetoric. 283 
sture. “ And don’t be surprised,” he concludes with charac- 
2 modesty and simplicity, “that one younger than your- 
din no way connected with you should so readily under- 
» give you advice and instruction; for it seems to me that 
ise upon such subjects is the office not of the oldest men 
the most intimate friends, but of those who are best in- 
' and willing to do such a service.” 
engel is of opinion that these philanthropic exhortations 
rates were not without their effect, and that Polycrates 
ded incontinently to panegyrize Helen, Agamemnon}, 
7bulus? and other characters of undoubted respectability. 
act however that he wrote an encomium of Helen rests 
‘upon a conjecture of Spengel himself, who although he 
mclusively proved, p. 73 sq. that the extant speech of 
lame is wrongly ascribed to Gorgias, has certainly not 
ded in demonstrating that Polycrates is the author, nor 
that he ever wrote a speech at all upon that subject. 
> have already had occasion to mention (Vol. 1. p. 158, 
shree other panegyrical declamations, énawo, of Polycrates 
se of ‘mice,’ ‘pots’ and ‘ counters,’ which are referred to 
stotle, Rhet. 1. 24, p. 107. 32, and Menander the rheto- 
His choice of these subjects appears to have been 
iced by similar considerations to those which moved him 
ling to Quintilian to undertake to write in accusation of 
es and in defence of Busiris and Clytemnestra. There is 
er this important difference between the two classes of 


smetrius, wept épuyvelas, § 120. 
1W. 
‘ist. Rhet. 1. 24. p. 107. 14. 
rence is made in illustration of 
10d of drawing a false inference 
oews, and is one example of a 
os ovdd\joyiopds. The whole 
is no more than this: rd\w 7d 
‘rous els Opac’Bovdov, bre rped- 
pdwvous xaréhucey’ ouvrlOnoe ydp. 
words of Quintilian, m1. 6. 26, 
rhaps aid us in solving this 
In explaining a system of 
ition similar to Aristotle’s cate- 
onsisting of nine heads or “‘ele- 
and their application to rhetoric, 
rates ‘number’ by the following 


quotation, An Thrasybulo triginta pra- 
mia debeantur, qui tot tyrannos sus- 
tulerit? Spalding apparently with good 
reason understands this as a reference to _ 
the same argument which Aristotle cites 
from Polycrates. The panegyrist “‘ adds 
together” currl@no: all the tyrants and 
claims for his hero thirty rewards, as if 
he had destroyed thirty tyrannies and 
were entitled to the gratitude of his 
country for each; whereas in reality in 
destroying the thirty tyrants he had 
only put down one tyranny and could 
properly lay claim only to one reward. 
This is the opposite of the fallacy é& 
diarpéoews, explained above under Theo- 
dectes. ; 
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subjects, that whereas by the display of his skill in the embel- 
lishment of an undignified subject he merely ran the risk of 
bringing contempt upon himself and incurring the charge ff 
unseemly trifling, by the attempt to make the worse appear the 
better cause he aggravated the jealousy and hatred—and here f 
merely quote Isocrates—with which ‘philosophy’ was already 
regarded. Bus. § 49. 

Besides these works he is reported by Athenzeus on the 
authority of £schrion a satirist of Samos to have composed “a 
licentious work ” under the title sepi adpodcior, with the object 
according to the same author of traducing the character of one 
Philsenis, who was in reality a person of exemplary modesty. 
The verses run thus: 









"Eyo Sirawis, 7 "reBioros avOpwrots, 
évravOa ynpg Te paxp@ xexoipnpat. 
pn p, © pdarae vavta, tv Gxpay xapnTwv 
xAetnv re woev nal yéAwra cai AacOny. 
ov yap pa row Zevy, ov pa rovs xatw Kovpous, 
oux Hv és avdpas paxAos ovde Snpwdns- 
HloAvxparns 8€ thy yorny AGnvaios, 
Adyor re maswaAnpa xal xaxy yAoooa, 
éypaer doo’ éypay’* éyd yap ovx oida. 

Master Polycrates “twas, that Sophist of Attic extraction, 


Who, with his logical chaff and a tongue much given to slander, 
Wrote all that nonsense about me: for I was as pure as a baby. 


Upon the whole from the extant notices we shall not be led | 
I believe to form a very exalted opinion of Polycrates either as 
a moralist or a benefactor to his art or the literary public. 

Theodorus of Byzantium is the third rhetorician who, toge- 
ther with Tisias and Thrasymachus, is singled out by Aristotle 
from the mass as one of the most important contributors to the 
development of his art. The same persons with the addition 
of Gorgias are selected also by Plato, apparently as the most 
distinguished representatives of the masters of rhetoric. Pheedr. 
261c, 266 c, 269 p, 271 4, 273 .48q. His contributions so far 
as we know consisted principally in some additional technical 
subdivisions of the speech, similar to those of Licymhius and 
Evenus. These are enumerated by Plato in a passage of the 
Pheedrus, 266p. They are “the niceties of the art,” ra xoppe 
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"Jt réyms, and the author expresses in substance the opinion of 
lristotle (Rhet. init.) though with less gravity when he ironically 
onders that men could take rhetoric, apart from logic or the 
t of reasoning, especially when made to consist in such trifles 
these, for an art at all in any proper sense of the tem. 
leodorus added to the divisions already in use in the systems 
rhetoric, such a8 spooipioy, dcpyqors, paprvpiat, rexpipia, elxdra, and 
on, four new ones, sicrwats, éneniorwots, CAeyxos, ADC éme£edeyxos, 
onfirmation, after-confirmation, refutation and after-refuta- 
n,” with rules for the employment of the last two in accusa- 
m and defence. How sicorwos and émniorwois were made to 
fer from rexpjpia and eixéra does not appear; and it is evident 
at the division was quite arbitrary and might have been 
tried on ad infinitum by the introduction of similar distinctions 
thout difference. Aristotle likewise, Rhet. m1. 13, refers to 
}same and similar subdivisions by ‘ Theodorus and his school,’ 
tancing dseynois, émiduyynots, mpodcpynots, Edeyxos, ANA énefereyyxos, 
h the remark that it is absurd to invent technical distinctions 
| give names unless they correspond to real distinctions in 
d. The same observation is applied also to Licymnius and 
divisions, and has been before quoted in reference to him. 
Plato applies to him the epithet Acyodaisados', “ tricker-out of 
eches” (Wright) ; which, as Cicero tells us, Brut. xu. 48, that 
eodorus though meagre in his oratorical style—as compared 
n with Lysias—was refined and inventive in his technical 
tings, must refer as Spengel supposes, p. 99, rather to the 
ober, variety, and skill of the rules which he drew up for the 
dance of others in composition, than to any particular excel- 
ce of his own. Dionysius, de Isseeo Jud. c. 19, denies him 
mn this merit: he says that he was “antiquated, inexact in his 
oretical compositions, and did not bestow sufficient pains upon 

speeches which he wrote for practical use.” It is possible 
vever that the words otx dxp:87 applied to his technical trea- 
#s may refer to the fault noticed by Aristotle in the passage 
ve quoted. 

If we may adopt the reading of Aldus in Arist. Rhet. 1. 23, 


- Quint. Inst. Orat. 111.1. 11. Theo- seems to have borrowed his remark, 
is Byzantius, ex iis et ipse quos Plato without taking the trouble to ascertain 
Hat Aoyodadddous. Cic. Orat. x1. by reference to the original that Plato 
a passage from which Quintilian applies the word to Theodorus alone. 


Vou. III. December, 1856. 20 
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p. 105, 22, 4% mporépa Ocodadpov réyyn—and I confess I can see a 
tolerable meaning in the received reading 4 mpérepov ©. r.—it wi 
follow that Theodorus wrote at least two ‘arts’ of rhetoric. Is 
the ‘former art’ here referred to he exemplified the rézos éx ri 
dpaptnbévrav, Which indeed formed the contents of the entire work, es 
The example given by Aristotle is however not taken from Thee 
dorus’ treatise, but from the Medea of Carcinus, whose plays, if 
this is a fair sample of them, must have abounded, like those of 
Theodectes, Agathon, and in a minor degree, Euripides, with 
skilfully contrived debates and rhetorical subtleties of all kinds. 
The ‘topic’ illustrated is “the method of employing mistakes iz 
accusation and defence.” Medea’s accusers charge her with the 
murder of her children, “at any rate they are not to be found; 
for Medea made a mistake in sending away the children: she 
on the other hand defends herself on the ground that it was | 
Jason and not her children that she would have put to death; for 
she would have made a mistake in omitting to do this if she had | 
been guilty of the other.” In this example the use of the topics 
in defence is sufficiently obvious ; what use is made of it in accu J 
sation is not so easy to explain. It must be observed, that jpapre {- 
yap 7 Mydea epi rv arocroAyy Trav naidwovy is a remark of Aristotle 
himself, and seems to be meant for an explanation of the appli- 
cation of the principle. Medea’s accusers argued thus. You 
can’t produce your children, therefore you have made away with 
them. Now, says Aristotle, here was the mistake which the 
accusers turned to account; Medea sent away her children, and 
became responsible for the production of them; had she left them 
in the charge of Jason she might never have been asked about 
them at all. The objection to this explanation is that according 
to it the treatment of ‘mistakes’ in the accusation and defence 
will be different; for in the former it is Medea’s blunder which 
leads to the detection of the crime, whereas in the latter she 
argues herself that she could not have committed the crime be- 
cause the error of which she must then have been guilty would 
have been too gross and palpable. Still the topic of ra dyapry- 
6évra may have been treated by Theodorus in all its bearings and 
applications, and Carcinus may have united in one case two dif- 
ferent modes of applying it; though it certainly shows if he did 
so that he had not profited to the full extent by the instructions 
of his rhetorical masters. As there is a real difficulty, of course 
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is to be derived from commentators and scholiasts: if 
Carcinus’ play before us the enigma would be at once 


1er reference to one of Theodorus’ treatises occurs in 
’s Rhetoric, 11. p. 182, 17. Amongst his rules and illus- 
of the various methods of giving piquancy and point to 
se and fixing the attention of the audience, he explained 
f “taking people by surprise,” ra cad Adyer. “ This is 
when something unexpected, or, to use his own phrase 
cordance with one’s previous notions (i.e. of what was 
be said) is introduced; as in humorous writings, when 
2 altered for the sake of a joke. The same effect is 
. by ra mapa ypappa oxoppara (i.e. jests made by the sub- 
of one word for another, or by the change of one or 
ers in a word, which is thereby made to convey a mean. 
lly unexpected by the hearer;) for they cheat one.” 
1 of witticism is familiar to the readers of Aristophanes, 
> name of the joke sap’ imdvoay, Or wapd xpoo8oxiay; and 
liast refers by way of illustration to the well-known 
hat author, Vesp. 45, dAgs GdwAos ri» Kxepadry kddaxos 
mapa ypappa from xdpaxos) éxye. The example given by 
himself is, goretye 8 Zyov tnd rwocot yipebda, “ chilblains,” 
if wé3cda, “ sandals :” Aristophanes has the same, Vesp. 
odaipey éyd-.daris emt ynpa xluerAoy obdey A“Woua?. Another 
f the oxadppa mapa ypdppa is the rapavopacia or pun, which 
is, who appears to have been something of a wag, exem- 
‘ practice as well as precept; and an attempt of his in 


oin Spengel’s explanation of 
though I cannot see how it 
the example given by Aris- 
eems to understand ra dyuap- 
rimes, and not mistakes ; and 
‘the accusation sets in the 
ourable light any offences or 
might have been committed 
we hardly been necessary to 
sial topic of this; what does 
on mean else ?], the defence 
refutation by showing what 
risen out of them, or by ex- 
» end which the accused had 
in pursuing the line of con- 
had led to them.” But this, 


besides being too obvious to require 
particular setting forth in a rhetorical 
treatise, is rather the way in which 
Carcinus and Theodorus might have 
treated the subject, than the way in 
which Aristotle tells us they did treat 
it. 

# As a modern example of the joke 
wap vrévoay may be quoted Erskine’s 
formula of reply to all applications for 
subscriptions for charitable purposes. 
Sir, I beg to acknowledge the honour 
of the receipt of your letter, and to sub- 
scribe (here the reader had to turn over 
the page) myself your obedient servant 
&c. Rogers’ Table Talk. 


20—2 
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this kind not very easy to understand—or laugh at—is recorde# 
by Aristotle, to whose commentators I must refer my readers f 
whatever amusement may be derived from the explanation. The 
exemplary gravity, not to say solemnity, with which the philoso- 
pher explains and criticises a series of worse than indifferent . 
puns is one of the most amusing examples of the naiveté which @ j 
characterises the great writers of ancient Greece, and like Mr 
Peter Magnus’ practice of signing himself ‘ Afternoon’ in hasty 
notes to intimate acquaintance, must have been “ calculated te: 
afford his friends the highest gratification.” : 

But, laying aside the ill-timed levity into which we have been 
betrayed for a moment by the provoking simplicity ef the Ste: 
girite, let us conclude our meagre notices of Theodorus by quot- 
ing his definition of the art of Rhetoric with Quintilian’s come 
mentary thereupon. It is given by him, Inst. Orat. 1. 15, 16: 
and Spalding is no doubt right in supposing that the Byzantine | 
rhetorician is here referred to, and not Theodorus of Gadara, 
whose name occurs with the addition of his birthplace, appa» }: 
rently for the sake of distinction, in § 21. His definition was, 
vis inveniendi et eloquendi cum ornatu credibilia in omni ora- | 
tione; and Quintilian then proceeds to point out, what we have 
already sufficiently dwelt upon, the immoral practice to which 
such a theory of the object of the art would necessarily give rise | 
when consistently followed out in practice. Sed cum eodem 
modo credibilia quo persuadibilia etiam non orator inveniat, ad 
jiciendo in omni oratione magis quam superiores (who defined it 
simply vis persuadendi, or inveniendi quid sit in oratione persua- 
dibile) concedit scelera quoque persuadentibus pulcherrime rei 
nomen!, 





E. M. Cope. 


1 The Theodorus mentioned by Lon- _ of passion where none is called for—das 
ginus, de Subl. c. 3, as the inventor of héchste Pathos in der unrechten Stelle, 
the technicalterm wrapévOupoos, to express as Lessing interprets it, Laocoon § xxr. 
that kind of bombast or counterfeit sub- —is supposed by his commentator 
lime which consists in the exaggeration Weiske to be the Sophist of Byzar- 
of sentiment or pathos, or in a display _tium. 


n the Style and Character of the Eyistle to the 
Galatians. 


HE fate of any controverted topic in history or theology is 
he vibration of a pendulum. It is a constant alternation 
‘en the one extreme and the other; and so far from being 
rest by any renewed attempt of critics, it seems only to be 
1 to the opposite side, there to remain for a moment, till it 
s back again with equal force to its original position. Yet 
who watch its motion narrowly will see that its arc is each 
shorter than before, and that in spite of the impulse given 
by perverted ingenuity, it is being brought gradually to a 
on of equilibrium, under the gravitation of common sense. 
is an obvious, and probably a trite, comparison; but it is 
y the attention of those who see in the shoals of treatises 
rticles on minute critical subjects with which the modern 
teems, only the multiplying of books without any cor- 
nding increase of knowledge. 

he date of the Epistle to the Galatians is a case in point. 
earliest critic, whose opinion is recorded, considered this 


rst of St Paul’s Epistles}, 


ertullian (adv. Marc. v. c. 2) and 
mius (Heres. xlii.) agree in plac- 
Galatians first in Marcion’s ca- 
Now Marcion lived nearer to the 
f the Apostle than any other 
whose opinion is known. He was 
rer not unfavourably situated as 
e of Pontus, for ascertaining the 
with regard to an Epistle first 
ted among the Galatian Churches. 
.he was no mean critic, where 
trinal prejudices did not interfere. 
listance of sixty or seventy years 
e than enough to obliterate the 
y of so minute and comparatively 
ortant a fact. Besides, this was 
rxase where his anti-Judaic views 
carry him away. He probably 


Some modern Theologians have 


found no direct evidence leading to the 
date of this Epistle, and therefore felt at 
liberty to assign a special prominence to 
it, as appearing more than any other to 
favour that opposition between the old 
and the new dispensation, between St 
Paul and the Apostles of the circum- 
cision, which was the key-stone of his 
system. Indeed the words of Tertullian 
seem to imply, if I mistake not, that he 
placed the Galatians first on doctrinal 
not on chronological grounds. ‘‘ Prin- 
cipalem adversus Judaismum Epistolam 
nos quoque confitemur que Galatas do- 
cet,” (1. c.). It is worth noticing that the 
four Epistles which Marcion placed first 
in his canon, (Galatians, 1, 2 Corin- 
thians, Romans) are the only four which 
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placed it the last. And meanwhile it has been made to occupy 
almost every intermediate position between these extremes. 
Latterly the question seems to be arriving more nearly at a solu- 
tion, and if the prevailing view is not, as I believe it is not, the cor- 
rect one, still it cannot be called very extravagant or very wrong. 

The definite result which is sought to be attained in this 
article, is the establishment of the date of the Epistle to the 
Galatians. Yet I have ventured to give it a more general title, 
because the date is rather the pivot on which the investigation 
turns, than the main object or purpose of the investigatiq. 
There is very little direct evidence bearing on the subject— 
nothing more than one or two scattered notices, somewhat vague 
in themselves, and leading only to approximate results. Conse- 
quently the burdén of the proof rests on the examination of 
St Paul’s style, and of the lines of thought and feeling which 
may be traced in the Epistle. Thus our main object will be to 
investigate the character of the letter to the Galatians from this 
point of view, and so to place it in its proper position in relation 
to the other Epistles of the same Apostle. 

But before entering upon this wider field, it will be necessary, 
for the sake of completeness, to give a summary of the direct 
evidence, such as it is, bearing on this question. And this I shall 
do, as briefly as possible, inasmuch as I shall for the most part 
be occupying ground, which has been often travelled over before. 
There seem then to be but two historical notices in the Epistle 
to the Galatians, which are of much value towards determining 
its date. 

First. St Paul mentions two journeys to Jerusalem after his 
conversion (Gal. i. 18; ii. 1). The second of these is probably 
the same with the third recorded in the Acts (xv. 4 sqq.) on the 
occasion of which the Apostolic Council was held. There are, 
doubtless, some difficulties attending this view, the most formi- 
dable being the silence of the Apostle as to the second visit of 
the Acts (xi. 30; xii. 25)', and his omission of any mention of 


Baur, his modern “representative as 
to the relation between St Paul and 


objection ; (1) This second visit had no 
bearing whatever on the question of 





the other Apostles, will allow to be 
genuine. 

1 The following considerations seem 
materially to impair the force of this 


which St Paul is treating in Gal. i, ii. It 
is not St Paul’s purpose there to give a 
complete list of his journeys to Jerusa- 
lem, but only of his conferences with the 
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apostolic decree!. 


But these difficulties are far from in- 


rable, while, on the other hand, it is almost impossible to 
tify the second visit of the Galatians with any other than 
third of the Acts; and even if this were not so, still the 
ag features of resemblance between the two would naturally 


tles of the circumcision on the sub- 
f the relation between the Jewish 
rentile Churches, and the Law and 
2] generally. (2) His object on that 
ion, as related in the Acts (xi. 29), 
imply to carry alms to the Church 
rusalem; and we are there told 
aul and Barnabas returned as soon 
y had fulfilled their ministration 
woavres Thy Siaxovlay, Acts xii. 25). 
tay was therefore probably very 
We need not presume from the 
of the narrative, Acts xi. 29—xii. 
at the events related in the twelfth 
er occurred while St Paul was at 
alem. The mention of Judea (xi. 
») suggested, by way of parenthesis, 
wrative (xii. 1—24) of what took 
almost contemporaneously (kar’ 
v 6¢ rov xapdv), The historian 
-eturns (xii. 25) to the subject of 
aul’s visit. (3) Even if it were 
ble that St Paul contemplated 
ig conferences with the Jewish 
sians, the distressed condition of 
1urch at that time would have in- 
2d with any such design: and in- 
any lengthened stay might even 
endangered his personal safety. 


xrobably, therefore, saluted the © 


th (as Acts xviii. 22), placed the 
n the hands of trustworthy persons, 
arrangements for taking John 
with him, and departed at once. 
d a hint is given in the narrative 
» Acts (xii. 17), that the chief of 
\postles of the circumcision, St 
_ had fled elsewhere for refuge; a 
hich is sufficiently significant as to 
ate of the Church at Jerusalem. 
Paul has not only omitted, in the 
ans, to mention his second visit 
usalem, but also his fourth (Acts 


xviii. 22). Now the second visit took 
place thirteen or fourteen years before 
this Epistle was written, and the fourth 
only three or four years before. The 
omission of the latter, therefore, is more 
remarkable than that of the former. But 
in fact St Paul’s silence as to both these 
visits points to the true solution of the 
difficulty, viz. that he selected for men- 
tion those facts only which had any 
bearing on his immediate subject. 

1 It may be a question whether the 
Galatians were, or were not already in 
possession of the apostolic decree. From 
the narrative of the Acts it seems highly 
probable that they were (xvi. 4—6). 
But however this may be, there are 
positive reasons why St Paul should 
have omitted to mention it here. For 
(1) The Judaizing teachers had been 
unduly exalted in the Galatian Churches 
at the expense of his apostolic authority, 
and he would have seemed to sanction 
this course by appealing to the decree of 
a council held at Jerusalem on a point 
on which his decision, as an Apostle, was 
final. This argument is insisted on 
with good reason by Thiersch (Kirche 
im Apost. Zeit. s. 130). (2) The apo- 
stolic decree did not in fact meet the case 
of the Galatian Churches, The decree 
was framed to relieve the Gentile Chris- 
tians from the pressure of the Jewish 
Christians. It said, ‘‘Concede so much, 
and we will protect you from any further 
exactions.” But the Galatian Christians 
asked for no such relief. They were 
willing recipients of Judaic rites, and 
St Paul’s object was not to shew them 
thai they need not submit to these bur- 
dens if they did not like, but that they 
were wrong and sinful in submitting to 
them. 
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lead us to recognise in them only different accounts of the same 
event. Now the chronology of the Acts fixes the date of this 
journey at a.p. 51. The Epistle moreover alludes to a visit of 
St Peter to Antioch, in a manner which seems to imply that it 
took place soon after this conference at Jerusalem. If 80, it 
must have occurred during St Paul’s stay at Antioch, recorded 
Acts (xv. 30—-35). Therefore the Epistle to the Galatians was 
not written before that date, i.e. not before late in the 
year 51. . 

Secondly. There seems to be an allusion in this Epistle to 
two separate visits of St Paul to Galatia. The allusion is not 
very distinct, and many have been unable to see it at all. Yet 
this view is perhaps more in accordance with the strictly gram- 
matical interpretation of the passage!, and assists in the under- 
standing of the context. The words referred to are these: oidare 
8¢ Gre 80 dadeveray tis capKds eiyyyeAtoduny dpiv rd wpdrepoy, Kal... 
dyyedov Gcov ede~acGe pe, is Xptordv "Ingoty. Tis ob» 6 paxapiopis ipar; 
.-€xOpds tov yéyova drAnbevav ipiv; (Gal. iv. 13—16). It is argued, 
I think with fairness, that 1d mpdérepov here implies a subsequent 
occasion when he preached the Gospel among them, and that it 
is to this he refers, when he speaks of incurring their enmity by 
telling them the truth. There is a contrast between his recep- 
tion on the two occasions. Now the visit to Lycaonia, related 
Acts xiv. 6, cannot, without hazard, be construed into a visit to 
Galatia, for many reasons. It remains then that the two Galatian 
visits of the Epistle, must be those recorded Acts xvi. 6, and xviii. 
23. Thus the Epistle must have been written subsequently to 
the latter of these, which we ascertain from the Acts to have 





taken place about a. p. 54. 


These considerations however, even if they are thought satis- 
factory, only establish the earliest possible date of the Epistle. 


1 It is not sufficient to meet the 
grammatical argument from the article To 
aporepov by saying that ro mpérepov does 
not always mean ‘on the former occasion’ 
in such sense as to imply that the event 
was repeated. This may be so, but on 
the other hand ré wpérepov does not mean 
simply ‘some time ago.’ ro mpérepov 
is never used, at least in the Greek Tes- 
tament, except with distinct reference to 


another point of time (see Joh. vi. 62, 
vii. 50, v.1., 1 Tim. i. 13), whether 70 
viv (= formerly) or 76 dedrepow (= on the 
former occasion). In other words, it is 
always emphatical. And it is because 
no adequate explanation can be given 
here of the emphasis without assuming 
two visits to Galatia, that we are driven 
to this assumption. 
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We are still left in uncertainty as to the actual time when it was 
written. Have we sufficient data to ascertain this? 

In the opening of the letter, immediately after the salutation, 
St Paul bursts out in an indignant remonstrance with his Galatian 
converts for their fickleness and love of novelty. ‘I marvel that 
ye are so fast changing from Him that called you unto another 
Gospel’ (i. 6). I have endeavoured in this translation to give 
as far as possible the same degree of ambiguity which we find in 
the original @avpdf{w Gre ora rayéws perarifecbe. The English ver- 
sion, overlooking the force of the present tense, and then as a 
natural consequence assigning a more definite meaning to ovre 
raxyées, translates it ‘that ye are so soon removed.’ This is the 
turn which most critics seem to have given to the passage, and 
on it they found an argument. ‘To what point of time,” it is 
asked, “does St Paul refer in the words ‘so soon’? Evidently 
to his second and last visit to Galatia—‘so soon after I left 
you.’ Now St Paul paid his second visit to the Galatian Churches 
immediately before his three years’ sojourn at Ephesus (from a.p. 
54—57). Thus the letter must have been written soon after 
this—at all events during his stay at Ephesus, and before the 
two Epistles to the Corinthians.” 

And some have found a confirmation of this date in St Paul’s 
words, 1 Cor. xvi. 1, ‘ Concerning the collection for the saints, as 
I gave order to the churches of Galatia, even so do ye.’ This 
command, it is said, was in all probability communicated orally 
by the messenger, who carried the Galatian Epistle; and there- 
fore the letter must have been despatched before the First to 
the Corinthians was written. 

No one, I suppose, would Jay much stress on the argument 
last mentioned, except as a confirmation of results established 
independently. And consequently I shall pass it over for the 
present, as I shall have occasion to revert to it again, when I 
hope to give a different, and I trnst at least as reasonable an 
account of this allusion to the collection of alms in the Galatian 
Churches. 

According to this view then the letter must have been written 
‘soon’ after St Paul’s second visit to Galatia, which took place 
a.D. 54. But here a difficulty occurs. We cannot fail to ob- 
serve the strong similarity between this Epistle, and the one to 
the Romans written a.p. 58. Hence there is a grave reason for 
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placing it as near as possible to this latter date. Thus we are 
drawn in different directions by two opposite forces—the ex- 
pression otra rayéws in the Epistle attracting us towards the 
earlier, its resemblance to the Romans towards the later date; 
and we have to find the resultant. 

The most uncompromising advocates of oire rayéws, such as 
Wieseler, entirely overlook the strong similarity between the two 
Epistles, and are satisfied with fixing the date of the Galatians 
at a.p. 54 or 55. Others (and this is the prevailing view recently 
adopted by Mr Alford) consider that conflicting claims are ad- 
justed by assigning it to the close of St Paul’s stay at Ephesus 
a. D. 57, thus bringing it within a year or so of the Epistle 
to the Romans; but they will go no further. Both the one and 
the other interpose the two Epistles to Corinth. 

Both these views seem to me to be open to grave objections. 
The former, by separating the Epistles to the Galatians and 
Romans by an interval of four years, is guilty of a glaring dis- 
regard of style and matter. The latter, while recognising the 
claims of style and matter, yet fails to assign to them their due 
weight; and equally bent with the former on defining the sense of 
ovrw raxyews, yet suffers a period of three years to elapse, while it 
strenuously objects to allowing an additional few months. The 
gain of extending the period by a few months is obvious, inas- 
much as it would bring the Epistle to the Galatians in closer 
chronological relation to the Epistle to the Romans. 

But after all, the dilemma is perhaps a fictitious one, arising 
from a mistaken attempt to define and restrict ovrw rayéws. The 
words ‘ye are so fast changing’ may, it is true, mean ‘so soon 
after I was among you,’ or even ‘so soon after ye were converted.’ 
In the former case there would be an interval of less than four 
years, in the latter of seven years between this and the writing 
of the Epistle to the Romans, i.e. of about 34 and 64 years 
respectively between this and the date which it is proposed here 
to assign to the Galatian Epistle. Is this period too long to be 
designated by the phrase ‘so soon,’ considering the momentous 
nature of the change? At all events, why should so much stress 
be laid on the difference of halfa year at most? Ifthree years, or 
even six (as others suppose) are consistent with the expression ‘so 
soon, . surely there is no sufficient reason for demurring at ex- 
tending the period to 34 or 64 years. 
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But there is yet another sense which ovrw rayéws perariberOe 
will bear equally well (considering the tense, perhaps even 
better) ‘ye are so fast, so rapidly changing;’ thus making the 
starting point in rayews not the conversion of the Galatians, nor 
the last visit of the Apostle, but the commencement of the 
change itself, the interference of the Judaizing teachers. But 
whichever be the right interpretation, the words are too in- 
definite to cause any embarrassment, should we find occasion to 
place the date of the Epistle as late as the beginning of the 
year 58. 

Now St Paul’s Epistles, exclusive of the Galatians, may be 
. divided chronologically into four classes—which correspond to 
four distinct epochs in the Apostle’s life. 


(1) 1, 2 Thessalonians, a.p. 52, 53, -— Apostolic 
| Journey. 

(2) 1,2 Corinthians, | 5, x, {Third Apostolic 
Romans, ie ak Journey. 


(3) Philippians, Colossians, 


Ephesians, Philemon, A.D. 61, 62. Roman Captivity. 


(4) 1, 2 Timothy, Titus, a.p. 67,68? After the Release. 


This fourfold division is with but few exceptions acquiesced 
in by those, who pay proper attention to the style and matter of 
the Epistles ; though by disregarding these, it would be possible to 
arrange them in many different ways, without contradicting the 
direct evidence. For instance, we may fit the historical notices 
in the Pastoral Epistles into the period of St Paul’s life coinci- 
dent with the history of the Acts, and by this arrangement get 
rid of the necessity of assuming his liberation from the Roman 
imprisonment, and his second captivity. But this advantage is 
purchased at a great cost. For the Pastoral Epistles, at the 
same time that they have a general resemblance to the other 
letters of St Paul, are yet in many respects so unlike them in 
style and diction, while they bear a strong similarity to each 
other, that this reason alone would compel us to place them 
together, and assign them to a distinct period of the Apostle’s 
life. 

It is now pretty generally agreed that the Epistle to the 
Galatians belongs to the second of these classes—that which 
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comprises the two to the Corinthians, and the Epistle to the 
Romans. So far the views combated above, and that main- 
tained in this Article, run parallel. But here the divergence 
begins. While they place it before the First Epistle to the 
Corinthians, and separated from it by a greater or less interval, 
it seems to me for many reasons preferable to arrange it after 
the Second; so that the chronological order will be, 1 Corin- 
thians, 2 Corinthians, Galatians, Romans. This view has been 
stated hesitatingly by De Wette, and advocated with more con- 
fidence by Messrs Conybeare and Howson!, while the vast 
majority of later critics, including Prof. Jowett and Mr Alford, 
declare against it. Yet I cannot help thinking, that if the 
arguments in its favour had been drawn out in extenso, they would 
have commanded a more general assent. | 

But before attempting to do this, I may perhaps be allowed 
to say a few words on the general tenour of St Paul’s Epistles. 

As there is a chronological sequence in these four classes of 
St Paul’s Epistles, so also I think we may trace in them a corre- 
sponding sequence of doctrine. There is a gradual expansion 
of Christian truth, a constant ascending from high to higher, in 
some sense a going on unto perfection. We have in them four 
successive links of the chain which binds earth to heaven. In 
the Epistles to the Thessalonians, the Apostle’s theme is the 
resurrection and the judgment; in the Corinthians, Galatians and 
Romans, it is the scheme of man’s redemption; in the Epistles 
of the Roman captivity, the doctrine of the Person of Christ; in 
the pastoral letters, the establishment and discipline of the Chris- 
tian Church. Thus we have first the awakening of the sinner’s 
conscience by setting forth the responsibility of his actions, and 
the final reckoning between God and man. Here it is Christ the 
Judge. Next, we have the means of healing the wounds thus 
inflicted on the conscience; we are told of the ransom of Christ’s 
death, of the liberty of the Gospel, of our Justification by 
Faith, of the death to sin and the life in Christ. Here it is 
Christ the Redeemer. Thirdly, from the relation between Christ 
and the believer we pass to the relation between Christ and 
God, and the veil is for a moment withdrawn, and we are per- 


1 Grotius is generally quoted as an to the Epistle, that he considers it must 
authority in favour of this view, but he have been written at a time not far dis- 
merely says, at least in his introduction _tant from the Epistle to the Romans. 
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mitted to gaze on the holiest mysteries. Here it is Christ the 
Word. And lastly of all, as his dying bequest to his sons in the 
faith, when he was now ready to be offered, and his departure 
was at hand, the Apostle left yet another volume containing 
directions for the preservation in all their integrity and to all 
time of those precious truths, for which he had lived and for 
which he was soon to die. Here it is the Church of Christ. 

I have no intention of stopping bere to inquire to what 
causes, speaking as men, we may refer this fact. It is sufficient for 
my present purpose to treat it simply as a fact. For it is one 
which is perhaps equally significant, and equally explicable, 
whether we take very high or very low views of inspiration, 
and its bearing on the present question will not be materially 
altered, as we adopt the one or the other. Nor again is it 
meant to imply that these characteristic differences in the four 
classes of St Paul’s Epistles are carried out in minute detail, or 


| that the subject-matter of each is kept quite distinct from the 


other. This was perhaps not to be expected; perbaps it was 
not possible. It is certainly not the case. They are only the 
predominant features. They stand out in relief only by compa- 
rison ; but in this way they are perhaps sufficiently marked. 
Now, let us suppose for a moment that the Epistle to the 
Galatians occupies the position, which I hope to shew there is 
tolerable evidence for assigning to it. Let us suppose, that is, 
that it stands after and not before the Epistles to the Corin- 
thians. I think it will be seen that this position renders the 
sequence, which I had just been considering, more gradual and 
regular, and is therefore in some degree more appropriate. This 
is not brought forward as an argument, for it is too vague in its 
bearing, and, as some will say, looks too like an accident, to de- 
serve the name. At least it was an afterthought, and in no way 
led to the view here taken of the date. Let it then be taken as 
a suggestion, in case this date is established independently. The 
First Epistle to the Corinthians then follows on the Two to the 
Thessalonians. Now Mr Jowett bas remarked that ‘in the dif- 
ference between the First and Second Epistles themselves, we 
find a link of transition between the Thessalonians and the later 
writings of the Apostle!.’ I have no concern here with Mr 
Jowett’s explanation of this fact, or his inferences from it: but 
1 Vol. I. p. 1. 
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he seems to be right in saying that in the more extended view of 
the resurrection and judgment, presented in the Second of Thes- 
_ salonians, there is a preparation for the doctrines inculcated in 
those Epistles which follow. But if it is true that the Second of 
Thessalonians points forward to the later Epistles, it may be said 
with even more truth that the First of Corinthians directs us 
back to the Thessalonians. There is no Epistle of St Paul (with 
the exception of those to the Thessalonians) which refers so 
often and so largely to the resurrection and the judgment. He 
dwells on this subject in his opening expression of joy ‘that the 
Corinthians should be waiting for the revelation of the Lord 
Jesus Christ, who shall also confirm them unto the end, that they 
may be blameless in the day of the Lord Jesus Christ’ (i. 8); in 
his reproof of the fallibility of human judgment, ‘ Therefore 
judge nothing before the time until the Lord come, who will 
both bring to light the hidden things of darkness, and will make 
manifest the counsels of the heart’ (iv. 5, 80 ind drOpemims 
ypépas, verse 3); in giving directions for the punishment of the 
offender, ‘That the spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord Jesus’ 
(v. 5); in condemning the litigious spirit of the Corinthians, 
‘Know ye not that ye shall judge angels?’ (vi. 3); in recommend- 
ing them to disengage themselves from earthly ties, ‘The time is 
short...the fashion of this world passeth away’ (vii. 29); in the 
similitude of the race, ‘ They do it to obtain a corruptible crown, 
but we an incorruptible’ (ix. 25); in condemning the profanation ‘ 
of the Eucharistic feast, ‘We are chastened of the Lord that we 
may not be condemned of the world’ (xi. 32); in commending 
charity above all spiritual gifts, ‘When that which is perfect is 
_ come, then that which is in part shall be done away;...now I know 
in part, but then I shall know even as I am known’ (xiv. 10, 12); 
and lastly of all, in a complete exposition of the doctrine itself 
which occupies the whole of the fifteenth chapter, no inconsider- 
able portion of the whole Epistle. From first to last the Apo- 
stle’s watchword is ever the same—Maran Atua, ‘the Lord will 
come’ (xvi. 22). 

Thus the First Epistle to the Corinthians catches up and 
prolongs the note struck in the Thessalonians. The one fits 
on to the other so exactly that it seems something like vio- 
lence to separate them, as we should do by interposing the 
Epistle to the Galatians. But place the letter to the Galatians 
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after the letters to Corinth, and all runs smoothly. The First 
Epistle to the Corinthians links on the second class of St Paul’s 
Epistles to the first. Christian liberty and Christian forbear- 
ance—the theme of the First Epistle to Corinth; the imitation 
of Christ and the life in Him—the theme of the Second Epistle 
to the same church; justification by faith and the free grace of 
God—the theme of the Galatian Epistle; are all gathered to- 
gether, arranged, and systematized in the Epistle to the Romans, 
which thus presents a comprehensive view of the relation of the 
Christian to Christ, and of the scheme of redemption, and forms 
a fit introduction to those higher mysteries opened out in the 
Epistles of the Roman captivity. In these latter Epistles Christ 
is set forth as the Word, whether as ‘He who was from the be- 
ginning in the form of God,’ as in the Philippians (ii. 5); or as 
‘the image of the invisible God, the firstborn of every creature,’ 
‘in whom dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily,’ as in 
the Colossians (i. 15; ii. 9); or as He who is ‘set far above all 
principality and power and might and dominion, and every name 
that is named, not only in this world, but also in that which is to 
come,’ as in the Ephesians (i. 21). And thus we are prepared by 
the Epistles of the Captivity, in those glimpses which are given 
us of Christ dwelling in the glory of the Father, for that still 
fuller development of the doctrine of Christ the Word, which 
forms the special teaching of St John—the highest knowledge to 
which we may attain until the end of all things, when we shall 
know even as we are known. 

After saying thus much on the doctrinal sequence to be 
traced in the Epistles of St Paul, it will be necessary, as an intro- 
duction to the examination of the particular character and scope 
of this Epistle, to give a brief sketch of St Paul’s history from 
the close of his three years’ sojourn at Ephesus to his subsequent 
visit to Corinth, i.e. of the period of about a year, during which 
the Epistles to the Corinthians and Romans were certainly, and 
that to the Galatians probably, written. 

Our information is derived from two sources. We have the 
narrative of St Luke, more or less detailed, and we have St Paul’s 
own letters containing only scanty notices, it is true, of external 
incidents, but affording a full insight into the workings of his 
mind. If we had only the account of the sacred historian, we 
should see no special significance in this epoch of the Apostle’s 
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life. His labours seem less severe, his persecutions less danger- 
ous, his prospects more cheering than at many other stages of 
the narrative. It is only when we read the Apostle’s own letters, 
where he lays before us the record of his inmost feelings—his 
disappointments, his anxieties, his loneliness, his anguish, his 
almost despair—that we recognise in the incidents of these few 


months the most important crisis of his Apostolic life; a fiery : 


trial, which would have consumed one weaker than St Paul, but 
from which he came forth refined and purified and strengthened. 
We must infuse the Spirit of the Epistles into the incidents of 
the Acts before we can understand their real significance. 

His long sojourn at Ephesus was now drawing to a. close. 
His labours there had been crowned with no ordinary success. 
‘The word of God prevailed and grew mightily.’ So we read in 
the historian’s narrative. He says nothing of persecutions. But 
we must draw no hasty conclusions from this silence. For the 
same historian records how the Apostle, in his farewell to the 


Ephesian elders a year later, speaking of his labours among 


them, reminded them of his ‘many tears and temptations, which 
befel him by the lying in wait of the Jews’ (xx. 19). In his own 
Epistles, St Paul speaks in stronger language of the persecutions 
of this time. He compares his sufferings to those of the con- 
demned slave, thrown to the beasts in the amphitheatre, and 
struggling for life and death—angels and men witnessing the 
spectacle (1 Cor. iv. 9; xv. 32). The Apostles, he says, were 
made as the filth of the world, as the offscouring of all things 
(iv. 13). 

It was now the spring of the year fifty-seven, and he con. 
templated leaving Ephesus after Whitsuntide. Friends had ar- 
rived from Corinth and drawn a fearful picture of the feuds and 
irregularities that prevailed there. He at once despatched a 
letter to the Corinthians, reprobating their dissensions and ex- 
horting them to acquit themselves of guilt by the punishment of 
a flagrant offender. But he was not satisfied with merely writing: 
he sent also trusty messengers, who might smoothe difficulties, by 
explaining by word of mouth much that was necessarily omitted 
in the letter. Titus was one of these: and he awaited his return 
in great anxiety, as he had misgivings of the reception of his 
letter at Corinth, And now a tumult broke “out at Ephesus. 
The opposition to the Gospel came to a head. His companions 
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were seized and violently hurried before the people. He himself 
was with difficulty persuaded to shelter himself by concealment 
till the storm was over. The storm passed, but the sky was still 
lowering. It was evident that his presence at Ephesus could now 
be of little use, and might only exasperate the enemies of the 
Gospel’. Besides the time was near, perhaps had already ar- 
rived, when he had intended, under any circumstances, to turn 
his steps westward. So he left Ephesus. But Titus had not yet 
come, and his anxiety for the Church at Corinth pressed heavily 
toon him. He hastened to Troas, hoping to meet Titus there. 
‘A door was opened’ to him at Troas. But Titus came not. He 
was oppressed at once with a sense of loneliness, and an ever- 
growing anxiety for the Corinthian Church. He could no longer 
bear the suspense. He left Troas and crossed over to Mace- 
donia. Still Titus came not. Still the agony of suspense, the 
sense of loneliness remained. Time only increased his suffering. 
Every day brought fresh troubles; gloomy tidings poured in from 
all sides; church after church added to his anxiety. Nor had 
persecution ceased. The marks of violence imprinted on his 
body about this time remained long after—perhaps never left 
him. Probably too his constitutional complaint visited him once 
more—the thorn in the flesh to which he alludes in his letter to 
the Corinthians—the weakness which years before had detained 
him in Galatia. He seemed to be spared no suffering either of 
body or mind. There were fightings without and fears within. 
At length Titus arrived. This was the first gleam of sunshine. 
The tidings from Corinth were far more cheerful than he had 
hoped. His mind was relieved. He wrote off at once to the 
Corinthians, expressing his joy at their penitence, and recom- 
mending mercy towards the offender. The crisis was now over. 
He breathed freely once more. From this time his troubles seem 
gradually to have abated. A single verse in the sacred historian 
conveys all we know beyond this point of his sojourn in Mace- 
donia. ‘He went over those parts,’ we are told, ‘and exhorted 
the people in many words’ (Acts xx. 2). From thence he visited 
Greece, where he remained three months. These are almost all 
the particulars related of his movements at this period. Of per- 
secutions and sufferings we read nothing: and so far we are left 


} In this summary of St Paul’s his- and there to explain motives and to 
tory at this period I have ventured here _ interpret obscurities. 
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in the dark. But when we contrast the more tranquil tone of 
the Roman Epistle, written during his stay at Corinth, with the 
tumultuous conflict of feeling which bursts out in the Second 
Epistle to the Corinthians, we can scarcely avoid the inference, 
that the severity of his trials had abated in the interval, and 


a»! 


——_— 


that he was at length enjoying a season of comparative repose. ! 


It was some time during this interval, that the Epistle to the 
Galatians was probably written. 

Even in one far less sensible to impression than St Paul, we 
should have expected to find no indistinct traces of the conflict 
in which he had been engaged. Such traces are unmistakeably 
stamped on all his acknowledged letters of this period—traces 
more or less deep as the conflict raged or abated. In the Two Epi 
stles to the Corinthians, and in the Epistle to the Romans, though 
in a less degree, we have an unwonted tension of feeling, and s 
fiery energy of expression, which forms an instructive contrast 
with the less abrupt and comparatively tranquil character of the 
Epistles which precede, and those which follow them chronologi- 
cally—of the Epistles to the Thessalonians, and those of the 
Roman captivity alike. And it is because we find these same 
features in the Epistle to the Galatians, that we conclude it to 
have been written at the same period, and under the influence 
of the same circumstances. As this was the epoch of St Paul's 
greatest mental struggle, so was it also, perhaps as a natural 
consequence, the epoch of his greatest epistolary activity. 
His letters from first to last probably cover a space of not less 
than fifteen years; yet four of the longest of these, forming 
together no less than two-thirds of the whole volume, were 
written within the short space of a year. Owing to their greater 
length in proportion to the rest, it is probably from these Epis- 
tles that we get our general impression of St Paul’s style; yet 
their style is in some sense an exceptional one, called forth by 
peculiar circumstances, just as at a late period the style of the 
Pastoral Epistles is also exceptional though in a different way. 
The normal style of the Apostle is rather to be sought for in the 
Epistles to the Thessalonians, and those of the Roman captivity. 

Those whose attention has not been directed to the subject 
may perhaps be disposed to treat any attempt to discriminate 
the different styles of St Paul, as a wild dream; yet the facts 
are striking and palpable, and will, I think, need but little com- 
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ment. Before proceeding however to a general investigation of 
these facts, I will take a single passage from the Galatians, and 
examine it with a view to discovering its points of contact with 
the known Epistles of this period—i.e. the Romans, and 1, 2 
Corinthians. The passage was not chosen quite at random; 
indeed some salient features are absolutely requisite, where a 
passage is to serve asa test; but I have no reason to think that 
ifany other portion of the Epistle of the same length were 
chosen, the result would be essentially different. 

Gal. v. 9—15. xpd (ipn Srov rd ipapa (upoi. 10 dyed wéroiba 
ds imas év Kupig, drt oddév DdAo dporncere’ 6 b¢ rapdocer ipas Baordces 
%) xpipa, doris Gy G. 11 eyed B€, ddeAdol, el septropjy et enpiooe, ri ers 
ddxopas; dpa xarjpynras rd oxaydadov tov cravpod. 12 deAoy xal drroxe- 
Yorra: of avacrarovvres tyas. 13 ‘Ypeis yap en édevOepia éxAnbnre, aded- 
Goi? pdvoy py ry edevbepiay els ddoppny ry capi, GAdka da Tis ayarns 
Soudevere GAAjAots. 14 6 yap was vdpos ev evi Adyp wAnpovra, ev rq, dyany- 
oes Tov sAnciov gov ds ceaurdy. 15 ef 8é GAANAOUS Saxvere Kai xarecbiere, 
Brewere 2) bd GdAArAwv dvarwbijre. 

In the following notation R, C,, C,, G, stand for Romans, 
1, 2 Corinthians, and Galatians, respectively. Class 2 includes 
them all!. The index denotes the number of times the word 
occurs in the Epistle in question. I have entirely omitted the 
Epistle to the Hebrews in the computation here and elsewhere, 
because I did not venture to assume that it was written by St 
Paul. Again, it must be remembered that these four Epistles 
here classed together are double the length of the remaining 
Epistles of St Paul; and this must be taken into account in order 
not to exaggerate the value of a numerical disproportion in any 
instance’, 

ver. 9. The proverb occurs again in 1 Cor. v. 6, and not 
elsewhere in St Paul. (uyy, (upoiv, gipapza, are found only in Class 
2, as follows, (oun C,* G’, (upoiv C,' G', pipapa R*C,’ G'; and always © 
in the way of metaphor or illustration. 

10. Tapdooew occurs only here and in Gal. v. 10 ; Baorafey is 
peculiar to Class 2, being found R’G*. 

1 Thus it is assumed thatthe Epistle has been my guide. For his mistakes I 
to the Galatians should be classed with am not answerable, but I have generally 
the Epistle to the Romans and the two found him very accurate, and I hope I 
to Corinth: an assumption which, I have not introduced so many errors of 
trust, the result justifies. my own as to invalidate the general 

2 In all these computations Bruder result. 
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stamped on all his acknowledged letters of this period—traces-= 
more or less deep as the conflict raged or abated. In the Two Eb Pe 
stles to the Corinthians, and in the Epistle to the Romans, though , 
in a less degree, we have an unwonted tension of feeling, and¢. 
fiery energy of expression, which forms an instructive contrast 4. 
with the less abrupt and comparatively tranquil character of the 


cally—of the Epistles to the Thessalonians, and those of the | 
Roman captivity alike. And it is because we find these same} 
features in the Epistle to the Galatians, that we conclude it to }; 
have been written at the same period, and under the influence 
of the same circumstances. As this was the epoch of St Pauls 
greatest mental struggle, so was it also, perhaps as a natural 
consequence, the epoch of his greatest epistolary activity. 
His letters from first to last probably cover a space of not les 
than fifteen years; yet four of the longest of these, forming 
together no less than two-thirds of the whole volume, were 
written within the short space of a year. Owing to their greater 
length in proportion to the rest, it is probably from these Epis- | 
tles that we get our general impression of St Paul’s style; yet 
their style is in some sense an exceptional one, called forth by 
peculiar circumstances, just as at a late period the style of the 
Pastoral Epistles is also exceptional though in a different way. 
The normal style of the Apostle is rather to be sought for in the 
Epistles to the Thessalonians, and those of the Roman captivity. 
Those whose attention has not been directed to the subject 
may perhaps be disposed to treat any attempt to discriminate 
the different styles of St Paul, as a wild dream; yet the facts 
are striking and palpable, and will, I think, need but little com- 
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nent. Before proceeding however to a general investigation of 
hese facts, I will take a single passage from the Galatians, and 
amine it with a view to discovering its points of contact with 
he known Epistles of this period—i.e. the Romans, and 1, 2 
Corinthians. The passage was not chosen quite at random; 
mdeed some salient features are absolutely requisite, where a 
passage is to serve as a test; but I have no reason to think that 
if any other portion of the Epistle of the same length were 
chosen, the result would be essentially different. 

Gal. v. 9—15. xpd (ipn drov rd pipapa (upot. 10 dyed weroba 
de ipas dv Kupig, drt otdéy Dro dpovncere’ 6 8€ rapdocer ipas Bacrdces 
Nepipa, Sores dy 7. 11 eyed de, ddeAgol, el weptropyy ert xnpiooe, ri ers 
bdanpas; dpa xanjpynrat rd oxaydadoyv rod aravpod. 12 Sedov nal aroxé- 
fera of dvacratoivres Spiis. 18 ‘Ypeis yap en édevOepia éxAnOnre, dded- 
fei° pdvor ps) riy ddevbepiay els ddopyyy ri capki, GAAd dua ris ayanns 
bedevere GAAjAos. 14 5 yap mas vopos ev évi Adyq wAnpovrat, év TG, dyany- 
tas roy sAnoloy gov as ceautdy. 15 ef d€ GAAnAOus Saxvere Kai xarecOiere, 
Ddwere pt) isrd GAArAwy avadebijre. 

In the following notation R, C,, C,, G, stand for Romans, 
, 2 Corinthians, and Galatians, respectively. Class 2 includes 
hem all!, The index denotes the number of times the word 
keccurs in the Epistle in question. I have entirely omitted the 
Epistle to the Hebrews in the computation here and elsewhere, 
yecause I did not venture to assume that it was written by St 
Paul. Again, it must be remembered that these four Epistles 
vere classed together are double the length of the remaining 
Epistles of St Paul; and this must be taken into account in order 
wt to exaggerate the value of a numerical disproportion in any 
nstance ?, 

ver. 9. The proverb occurs again in 1 Cor. v. 6, and not 
alaewhere in St Paul. (vpn, (upoiv, dvpayua, are found only in Class 
2, as follows, foun C,* G’, (upotyv C,' G’, dipapa R’C,7G'; and always 
in the way of metaphor or illustration. 

10. Tapdocew occurs only here and in Gal, vy. 10; Bacrdfew is 
peculiar to Class 2, being found R*G*. 


1 Thus it is assumed thatthe Epistle has been my guide. For his mistakes I 


© the Galatians should be classed with 
ihe Epistle to the Romans and the two 
o Corinth: an assumption which, I 
rust, the result justifies. 

2 In all these computations Bruder 


am not answerable, but I have generally 
found him very accurate, and I hope I 
have not introduced so many errors of 
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result. 
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11, The position of ¢yé, thus suspended, has a closer parallel 
in 2 Cor. ii. 10, than in any other passage I have observed in St 
Paul. The argumentative ri é: is confined to Galatians and 
Romans (R’G'). The argumentative dpa, without of», commencing 
a sentence is pecular to Class 2, occurring 8 or 10 times. xarapyei 
is found no less than 22 times in Class 2, distributed thus, 
R°C,°C,*G*, and only in 3 places elsewhere in St Paul. axdydador, 
cravdarifew, do not occur out of Class 2. oxd»8adoyv is found R*‘ 
(twice from LXX) C,'G', cxardarifew R'C,7C,. The appeal to his 
sufferings to attest a truth has a parallel in 1 Cor. xv. 30, 32. 

12. &edov is confined to Class 2, thus C,'C,'G'.  dsoxérrew 
and dvacrarovy are not found elsewhere in St Paul. 

13. eAevOepia (R'C,* C,' G‘), and Arevepoiv (R‘ G'), are peculiar 
to Class 2, and éAciSepos is much more frequent here than else- 
where, occurring 14 times (R’C,°G‘), and only twice besides. 
agopy) is found 6 times in Class 2 (R*C,°G'), and only once else- 
where. 

14. A most striking parallel to Rom. xiii. 9, as will be seen 
hereafter’. 

15. Adxvew is not found elsewhere in St Paul.  careodias 
occurs only 2 Cor. xi. 20, where the metaphor is the same. 
Compare also xaranivew, found only in C,'C.”, in all of which pas- 
sages it is metaphorical. 

As a set-off against this, it should be mentioned that dvaXicxe 
(ver. 15) is only found elsewhere in 2 Thess. ii. 8, as a doubtful 
reading. Beyond this the passage has not, as far as I have 
observed, anything in common with the other Epistles of St 
Paul, which is not found also in the remaining Epistles of this 
Class. : 

Having given this passage as a sample, I shall now proceed 
generally to note down some of those peculiarities of style which 
distinguish the Epistles of the Third Apostolic Journey, from 
those of an earlier or a later date. 

1. St Paul’s Epistles are associated in our minds with profuse 
quotations from the Old Testament Scriptures. This is strictly 
true of the Epistles under consideration, but it is not true of 
any others. In the two Epistles to the Thessalonians, in those to 
the Colossians and Philippians, in the letters to Titus and Phile- 
mon, there igs not, I believe, a single quotation. There are two in 


1 p. 314. 
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the Ephesians (iv. 8; v. 14), one in the First to Timothy (v. 18), 
and possibly one in the Second to Timothy (ii. 19). Thus in all 
the remaining Epistles together there are 4 quotations at most; 
in the class we are considering there are some 80 or 90. This 
is unquestionably due in a great degree to the conflict with 
Judaism, in which St Paul was engaged at this period of his life. 
Once for all the battle was waged, and the controversy set at rest 
for ever’, Judaism had received its death-blow, and its extinction 
was now only a question of time. This doubtless will explain 
inuch, but it will not explain all. It is not only in dealing with 
Judaistic errors that the Old Testament is appealed to. In 
questions of morals and questions of doctrine, which have no 
reference to the great controversy of Jew and Gentile, its autho- 
rity is cited; and where it is not employed as a sanction, it is 
still brought forward by way of analogy or illustration. Exclu- 
sive of references to the history, the Epistle to the Galatians 
alone contains ten distinct quotations from the Old Testament, 
i. e. about three times as many as a whole body of Epistles 
six times its length, or in the proportion of nearly 20 to 1. 

2. Not less remarkable are the frequent interrogations 
which characterise this set of Epistles. This is here the com- 
mon form of objection, of denial, of rebuke, of menace, of em- 
phasis. It is not unlikely that some instances may have been 
passed over, but I have only observed seven or eight interroga- 
tions in the whole of St Paul’s Epistles not belonging to this 
period; while in these they could probably be counted by hun- 
dreds. In a single chapter of the Epistle to the Romans, the 
interrogations sometimes number twice as many as in the whole 
body of Epistles which were not written at this time. As an 
instance of the contrast in this respect between the Apostle’s 
style at this and at a later period, I will place side by side paral- 
lel passages taken from two of St Paul’s letters,—the one written 
when his sufferings had reached their climax, the other during 
the long calm of the Roman captivity—the one the most impas- 
sioned, the other perhaps the most tranquil of all his Epistles. 


1 Whatever may be the nature of Epistles, itis clearly not pure Pharisaic 
the heresy combated in the Pastoral Judaism. 
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2 Cor. xi. 21—23. 

Kara drezlay Aéyw, ds Sre pets 
jobevicapen: ev & 8 dy tis roApg 
(é a¢pootim diye) redwd nby 
‘Efpaiol elas; xaye: ‘lopanXiral ear; 
adyd > Sidxovos Xpiorov elo; (sapa- 
Ppovay rade) imép dyad: dy xdwois 
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Phil. iii. 3—8. 

Kal ovn éy capxi memoOdres, xai- 
wep éyd txav rerolOnow nai év capi. 
ef ris Soxet Zdos srerroHévat ev capt, 
dy pDdow- ereperoyfh Seraipeper, 
dx yévous “Iopand, pvAjs Benapis, 
‘EBpaios é£ ‘EBpaiwy...dAX dra fy 
pos xépdn, ratra Hynpas dca roy 


" Xpeordv (nplav. dAAG pew odv cal 
yobpas sravra (nplay elvas. x.1.2. 
There are as many interrogations in this single passage from 
the Corinthians, as can be found throughout the four Epistles of 
the Roman captivity. But the comparison is instructive in other 
respects than this, and would have been still more striking, if 
space had allowed of giving the contexts in full. The passages 
are so like, and yet so unlike. They are evidently written by 
the same hand. Their purport is the same. There is the same 
enumeration of outward privileges, the same sense of their utter 
worthlessness, the same glorying in humiliation. But the form 
which this assumes in the two cases is widely different. In the 
one there is a direct reference to personal opponents, in the 
other an indirect refutation of false views of the Gospel. In the 
one there is an impatient jealousy of misinterpretation, a fear 
of even the momentary semblance of overrating these nothing- 
nesses, a feeling that the very mention of them needs an apology, 
which breaks out from time to time in the exclamations, ‘I speak in 
my folly,’ ‘I speak asa fool.’ Inthe other the list proceeds unin- 
terruptedly ; the Apostle dwells, we might suppose, with a linger- 
ing satisfaction on the catalogue of his fleshly privileges; he seems 
for a time to be indeed glorying in them; when all at once the 
building piled up with so much labour is shattered to fragments 
by the touching words, ‘ But what things were gain to me, those 
I counted loss for Christ. Yea, arid I count all things but loss 
for the excellence of the knowledge of Christ Jesus my Lord. 
Different in expression as the two passages are, there is the 
same depth of feeling in both. It would be difficult to call the 
one more earnest or more noble than the other. 
3. There is, I believe, a fondness for double compounds 
observable in these Epistles. Such are in the Galatians, rpocapari- 
GecOat, oupmapadapBavew, mapecépyerOat, cuvutroxpiverOa, mpoevayyedi- 
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{crOar, éemdsarcvcer Oa, anexdéxer6a. I shall not attempt to give a 
ist, but those who wish to satisfy themselves how far this is the 
case, may do so by consulting Bruder’s Concordance under the 
heads dpera-, ciwpos-, émicur-, trapew-, mpoer-, mpoen-, mpoxara-, mpoo- 
@a-, TUPAPA-, TUPAPTL-, TUvEV-, TUYUTO-, TuEMapa-, twepex-. Umepev-, etC. 

4. There are many remarkable words and expressions which 
are confined exclusively to these Epistles, where they occur in 
greater or less abundance. Not a few of these are inseparably 
associated in our minds with St Paul’s style, though from what 
has been said it will appear that there is no evidence of his 
having used them, except at a particular period of his life. 
Such are the apologetic xara dOpwrov réyo and py yévorro. There 
are other words again, which, though not confined to these 
Epistles, yet occur here -in a profusion quite out of proportion 
to their length. 

These peculiarities in most cases are to be traced either to 
(a) the influence of external circumstances, e.g. his conflict 
with certain forms of error, or with certain irregularities, etc. ; 
or to (b) particular lines of thought, favourite images, etc. which 
dwelt on his mind at this time, and which are not so obviously 
referable to the former head; or to (c) the argumentative cha- 
racter of these epistles; or more generally to (d) their impas- 
sioned style, and energy of expression. An illustration or two 
under each of these heads will suffice, before giving the general 
table. 

(a) This was the epoch of St Paul’s great struggle with 
Judaism. Hence he was led to an exposition of the doctrine of 
Justification by Faith, and to contrast the liberty of the Gospel 
with the bondage of the law. Accordingly the words dAevéepia, 
Crevbepdeo, Sixaiwpa, dixaiwors, and the expression omépya AfSpadp, are 
peculiar to these Epistles, while wyos, axpoBvoria, Sixatdw, €Aev- 
Gepos, are beyond comparison more frequent here than in his 
other writings. Again, his conflict with his antagonists obliged 
him to assert his claims to attention. Hence the profuse use of 
the word xavyac6a. 

(6) Instances of images which dwelt on his mind at this 
period are the sowing and reaping, the leaven, etc. Hence the 
use Of oxecipo, Oepitw, fipn, pipaya. His favourite contrast of 
weakness and strength will explain the frequent occurrence of 


acGeve:a. 
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(c) To the argumentative character of great portions of 
these Epistles is to be traced the frequent use of ri ofp; vis 
oty; of dpa argumentative, of p} yévoro. 

(d) To general energy of style are to be referred tsrepBody 
(especially in the phrase xaf érepBodyv), and other compounds of 
iwép; the use of ie, idov in calling attention to a statement; 
and forms of affirmation, such as Aéyo 3¢, yropite ipiv, etc. 

The following lists will now explain themselves. The first 
contains words and expressions confined to these Epistles; the 
second such as occur in disproportionate frequency in them. 
Unless for special reasons however, only such are catalogued as - 
occur in the Galatians, and therefore the lists do not at all ade- 
quately represent the peculiar characteristics of the whole class. 
A term for instance might occur profusely in Romans and 1, 
2 Corinthians, but would be omitted here as not bearing on the 
question of the affinity of the Galatians to this class. I should 
add, that the lists—the second especially—do not pretend to be 
exhaustive, and probably might be swelled considerably. I have 
also omitted such expressions as will occur in the lists which 
will follow of special affinities, which the Galatians has with the 
Romans and 2 Corinthians respectively. 


A. Words and expressions peculiar! to these Epistles. 


"ABpadp. RB’ OC. GQ’. dgopifer. R' OC,’ G’. 
oréppa ABpadp. BO,’ G*. viol dypis oS. Ri C,” G’ G* (v.1.) 
"ABpadp. G’. [yéyveo Oat] 
a\Adrrev, R' C0’ G'. H) yevorro. RK” 0," G*. 
Its compounds : yropifeo [-foper] ipiv. CO," C,* G’. 
peradAdrrey. R’, | [ypahecv] 
xaraAhdrrew. R*C,’ a yéyparrat, ‘scripture saith.’ R” 
karaAday7. R*C,”. 0,’ C,” a. 


dvabepa. R’ C,’ Q’. &xooracia. RC,’ G’. 
[@»Opwros] xara dvbpwrov. R'0,°G*, dsogdfew rv Gedv. R’ C,' 0," G’. 
xara avOpwrov ratra Aado. CO’ éxrinrey. B' O,' G’. 
| [AevOepos. See List B.] 
dvOpémwvoy Aéeyo. R. édevbepoiv. R‘ G’. 
drrépxerbas. R' O," (v.1.) G' G* (v. L) édevbepia. R'C,* C, Gf. 
drocroAy. B'C,' G'. é¢’ daov xpévov. R'C,* G’. 


cata avOpwrov Aéyo. R’ G’. 


1 This expression is used here and The other writings of the New Testa- 
elsewhere solely in reference to St Paul. ment are not taken into account. 
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qf” Scov. RB’. Suos =‘even.’ C,’ G’. 
exppaiver. B'C,' GQ’. épedy. B'C,’. 
[GjAos. See List B.] épedrérns. RG’. 
{yroww. C,‘ 0, G*. épeAnua. RB’. 
(ipn. C,* G’. Epedov. C,'C,' GQ’. 
dupoiy. C,' G'. [sAavay] 
(eoroety. RB’ Cc,’ C, G',- py mravacbe, C, Gq’. 
(elsewhere only 1 Tim. vi. 13, as mpoepei». RC,” G'. 
v. L) mov; wov ovv; ‘ what has become of,’ 
bepifew. ©," C." G*, always as a R'C,° G'. 
metaphor. oxdydadov. R‘ C,' G’. 
: Be. BR’ R' (v.1.) G. \ oxavdarifev. R’ (v. of 
 Bov. BC C,°C,' (v.1.) G. Cc, 
‘lepoveaAnp. R* C,’ a omeipev, Cc,’ C,° a. 
‘lepoodAupa. G’. ondpos, C,”. 
raddy (dori sub.). R' O,* G’. [oméppa. See list B.} 
xaradvew. RC,’ G’. ri ovv; ris ody; passim. 
rernxeiy. BC,’ G’. imép, several compounds of, as 
[réyeo ] trephiay, twepmxgy, trepextelvery, 
dda Aéyo. RR’. Umeprreptocevew, etc. 
Aéyo dé. G*. tmepBory. B' O,' CG’. 
Aéyo ody. R’. ) twepBadr\dvres. C,”. 
Aéyw 8¢ rovro or. O,'. dupapa. R’ C,* G’. 
madw rAéyo. O,". adpedrciv. R' OC," a 
rovro 3 A€yw. G’. opéarca. RB’. 


éyd Taidos Aéyw ipiv ors. G'. 


B. Words and expressions frequent in these Epistles. . 


dxpoBvoria. BR” OC," GQ’. elsewhere three times. 
drexdéxecOu. RC,’ G’. — once. 

dpa, commencing a clause, R’C,’ 0,’G°G* (v.1.) — _ three. times. 

[without od. R' R’ (v.1) 0; GG’ (v.1) — __ never.) 

acbevns. RC," C,' G’. | — once. 
dobeveiv. R* R’ (v. 1.) C; C,’. — twice. 
dobévea, R' 0.7 C, Gq’. — once. 
dobdévnna. R’. —  _ never. 
Gxpis. RB‘ C,* 0, G’. | — twice. 
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duaoir, BY 0! G?. elsewhere twice. 
Sixaiepa. R’. — _ never. 
Scxaiwors. B' R' (v. 1.) —  _ never. 
édevbepos. R’ 0,° a. — twice. 


(In its Christian sense never except in these Epistles.) 
[erevOepoiy, drevOepia. Seo List A. ] 


fjdos. R*C,' CLG’ — twice. 
[{nroty. See List A.] 

xarapyex. RO,’ 0,‘ Q’. — three times. 
xavyacba. RB’ O,* C,' (v.1.) C.” C,' (v.L) G*. — three times. 
xavyjpa. BR’ 0,7 C, (v.1) ©,’ G’. — twice. 
xavyjow. BC,’ CC," (v. 1) — once. 
xaraxavxacba, R’. — never. 

yépos. BR” O° G™. — six times. 
mepiréuvery. OC,” G°. — once. 
mepcropy, BY C,' G’. — eight times. : 
onéppa. RO,’ C,' G’. ; —  onee, 


From this list it will be seen how close a resemblance the 
Galatians bears to those Epistles which we know to have been 
written in the years 57, 58; a resemblance too in those very 
points in which they are distinguished from the rest of St Paul's 
letters. We may conclude then, with a great degree of proba- 
bility, that it was written somewhere about the same time. 

But this is not all. A closer examination enables us to 
narrow the limits still further. There are grave reasons for 
supposing that it cannot have been written till after the 2 Co- 
rinthians, and must have been written before the Romans, i.e. 
subsequently to St Paul’s arrival in Macedonia, and before his 
departure from Corinth, on his return. 

1, It has been observed by Mr Jowett that the Epistle exhibits 
a strong resemblance to the Romans and 2 Corinthians; and he 
has traced the resemblance, with a few unimportant exceptions, 
with great truth. It is somewhat strange therefore that he 
should not have drawn the natural inference from this fact, viz. 
that this Epistle should be placed chronologically between the 
2 Corinthians and Romans. Perhaps by supplying an inter- 
mediate step, this inference will become more obvious. It is not 
only true then that there is this resemblance, but also that the 
Galatians has greater affinity to either the Romans or 2 Coria- 
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thians, than the one has to the other, and therefore in absence of 
sufficient proof to the contrary, may be regarded chronologically . 
as a link between the two. 

Its similarity to the Romans indeed is most striking; scarcely 
less so, than that between the Colossians and Ephesians. And I 
cannot but think that it is equally violent to separate the two by 
any long interval in the one case as in the other. The latest editor 
of the Galatians however, to whom English students are under 
great obligations, has acquiesced in the view which fixes the 
writing at Ephesus. ‘It seems to me,’ says Mr Alford, ‘that the 
elementary truths brought out amidst deep emotion, sketched, so 
to speak, in great rough lines in the fervent Epistle to the Gala- 
tians, were exceedingly likely to have dwelt on St Paul’s mind, 
and worked themselves out, under the teaching and leading of 
the Spirit, into that grand theological argument which he after- 
wards addressed, without any special moving occasion, but as his 
master-exposition of Christian doctrine, to the Church of the 
metropolis of the world.’ This is true, but it is not the whole 
truth. The resemblance between the Galatians and Romans 
consists not only in the oneness of the great lines of thought; it 
eonsists also in the parallelism of arrangement, and in the more 
or less exact coincidence of language. And it is the very fact 
that these truths were likely to have dwelt on St Paul’s mind, 
and dwelt constantly too, and struck their roots deeper and 
deeper, as time advanced, that makes one look with suspicion on 
an arrangement which inserts the two letters to Corinth between 
those to the Galatians and Romans; for though these truths do 
appear in the Corinthian Epistles, (since lying at the very foun- 
dation of Christianity they could not but make their presence 
felt at all times) yet they do not appear on the surface or with 
any special prominence, and are not marked by those character- 
istic illustrations, and that epigrammatic form of expression, 
which is their distinguishing feature in the Romans and Galatians. 

As an example of the resemblance between the two Epistles, 
I have given a continuous passage from the Galatians, and noted 
down, side by side with it, the parallels from the Roman Epistle. 
These are taken chiefly, but not entirely, from the fourth and 
fifth chapters of that Epistle. It will be seen how striking is the 
similarity of language in many instances; but my object, here at 

1 Greek Test. 111. p. 5. 
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least, was not so much to point out verbal coincidences, as by 
taking a portion of the Galatians, to shew how almost every 
thought and illustration could be matched from the other Epistle. 
The English is inserted here and there to supply the sense with- 
out the necessity of writing out the Greek in full. 


(1) Gaxatians, iii. 6 sqq. 


v.6. [It is said in Gen.xv.6.] 

ABpady ériorevce tG@ OGcg, xal 
droyic6n aire els dixavocvyyy. 

v. 7. ywwoxere dpa, dre of éx 
slorews ovroi eiot viot ABpadp. 


v. 8. smpoidoica 8€ 4 ypadi 
ors €x ticrews Sicxasoi ra €Oyn 5 Ceds, 
spoeurryyeAlcaro r@ ABSpadp Ore évev- 
AoynOnoovras éy col wavra ra EOyn. 

v. 9. dore of ex wiorews ebdo- 


[Thus the promise is not 
of law] 

v. 10. dae yap €£ Epyor wdpov 
eloly id xardpay eiciv. 
{according to the language of 
Scripture. ] : 

v.11. dre 8€ & wipe oddeis 
Scxascovra: napa rH Ge@ didop, 


Gre 5 Bixatos ex wiorews (noeras 
(Hab. ii. 4). 

5 8€ wdpos otx gore éx miorews 
GN’ 6 sroinoas aird (yoera év ab- 
rois (Levit. xviii. 5). 


v. 12—14. [From this curse 
Christ ransomed us, having him- 
self become accursed, as Scrip- 
ture witnesseth; so that the 


Romans. 

ri yap 7 ypady Ayes; erriorevoe 
8€ ABpaay r@ Gg nai édoyiobn airg 
els Sixatootyny (iv. 3). 

was ovv édoyicGn;...€v axpopu- 
orig...els rd elvas abréy marépa say- 
rev trav morevévrov (iv. 10, 11). 

xabos yéypamras ort srarépa mod- 
Lay COvav rébexd oe (iv. 17). 


ovx éypadn 8 80 abrdéy pdpor on 
€doyicbn avrg GAdAd xat 8? pas ols 
pdrAt royiferba: (iv. 23)... rois 
orotxovet Trois ixverw THS...nioTees 
rou warpds ipa ‘ABpady (iv. 12). 

6 yap wépos spy xarepyateras 
(iv. 15). 


vurl 8€ xepis rdpou Sixasocim 


_ Ccod wehavépwrat, paprupoupern ind 


tov yépov xal rev spodnrey (iil. 
21). 

xabes yéypamra: & dé dixasws 
éx riorews (joeras (i. 17). 

Moos yap ypape my Scxasoov- 
yyy thy éx rov wdépou, ort 6 sromous 
abra GvOpwros (yoeras dv abrois (x. 
5). 

[The same thought express- 
ed in different language, Rom. 
iv. 23, 24.] 


~— 


re 
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GALATIANS. 

blessing of Abraham is ours by 
faith. | | 

v. 15—18. [Neither can 
the law interpose, | 

eis rd xarapyjoas riHy érayyeXiav. 
ei yap éx wéuou 7 KAnpovopla, ovxért 
e& émayyedNlas, ro 8¢ ABpadp 8 
érayyeXias xexaptora 6 Ceds. 

v. 19. ri ody & vépos; rar 
napaBdacewyr xapw mpocerébn. 


v. 19—21. [But the law was 
temporary and ineffective ; for] 

v. 22. cuvécrecer i ypapy rd 
navra td dyaprlay, iva 7 émayyeXa 
éx sriorews "Incot Xpiorov 8069 rois 
morevouct. 

- v, 23—-26. [So the law stood 
to us in the relation of a rada- 
ywyés, from whose tutelage we 
are now free; and are sons of 
God through Christ. | 

v.27. dao yap eis Xpiordy 
éBarrioGnre 

Xpioriv évedvoacde. 

v. 28. [There is no distinc- 
tion of race or caste or sex. | 

v. 29. 
dpa rov ‘ABpadp oméppa éoré nal kar’ 
éwaryyeXiay xAnpovdpot. 

IV. 1—5. [But hitherto we 
have been in the position of an 
heir, who has not attained his 
majority. Now Christ’s death 
has recovered us our right.] 


el 8é tpeis Xpicrov, 


wa tiv viobeciay dmro\aBopev: 
Sri 8é dare viol cLanéoresvev 6 Ocds 


RomMAnNs, 


ov yap dia vdpou 9 érayyedla re 
ABpadp...rd xAnporduow airdv elvat 
xéopov...el yap éx vdéuou xAnpordpos 
kexévorat y miotis Kal xatipynrat 
émayyeXia...3: rovto éx ricrews iva 
xara xapyw (iv. 14, 16), 

6 8€ vdpos maperondOev iva me0- 
vaon 7d maparreopa (v.20). of ydp 
otk tors vdpos, ovdd mapaBacis (iv. 
15; cf. iii. 20). 

(Cf. Rom. viii. 3, 4.] 


mpoyrtacauea...mavras if’ duap- 
riay elva, xabds yéyparrat (iii. 9, 
10). 
mavras els dreiOecay iva rovs mavras 


edejoy (xi. 32. See also v. 20,21). 


ouvexdeicey yap 6 Ceds rove 


doo éBanricOnper eis roy Xpt- 
ordy (vi. 3). 

évdicacGe roy Kuptor "1. X, (xiii. 
14). 


Ta Téxva THs émayyedias Noyile- 
rat eis omeppa (ix. 8), and the 
passage cited below. 


Uf ~ @ 
Scot yap mvevpart Ocov ayorrat, 
a 4 U 
otro viol elot Geov, ov yap éeAaBere 


mvevpa Sovdrcias mddw eis pdfor, 


$14 


GALATIANS. 
ro myevpa rov viot atrov els ris 
xapdias judy xpafoy ABBa 6 mwarnp- 
Sore ovxérs ef 8otrXos, GAAG vids: el 
8¢ vids, xal xAnpovduos Cceov dd 
Xpicrod (v. 1.). 
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Romans. | 

GAAd dAdBere wvetpa viobecias, ty @ 
xpdfopev "ABBG 6 warjp: atrd rh 
wvevpa ocuppaprupe: r@ mvevpare 7- 
poy Ore éopev réxva Qeov- el d€ réxva, 
nal KAnpordpor KAnpovdpos ev Ccoi, 
ovykAnpovdpor 8¢ Xpurrod (viii. 14 
—17). 


The following passages will serve as additional instances of 


this parallelism. 


(2) Ardrs' €£ Epyav vdpou ob 
SixawOjoeras maca odp£ (fr. Ps. 
exliii. 2.) Gal. ii. 16. 


Auéri €£ Epyav vdpou ov Sixae- 
Ojoeras waoa cap£ évdmtov abroi. 


Rom. iii. 20. 


In both passages the quotation is oblique; in both it is intro- 


duced by &dér:; in both é£ épyor véuou is inserted by way of expla- 
nation; in both waca cdpé is substituted for wae fe» of the LXX. 
(and Hebr.); and in both the application of the passage is the 


same, 

(3) 6 éx ris Adevdépas did ris 
énayyeXias [yeyévyynras].. 
gol, xard “Ioade émayyeXias réxva 
Gal. iv. 23, 28. 

(4) 6 yap mas véopos év évi 
Adyp memAjpora, ev rH- dyamjicets 
Toy mAnoioy cov, ds ceauréy. Gal. 


v. 14. 


.tpeis, aded- 


éoré. 


(5) 4 yap capt émOupei xard 
roU mvevparos, 7d 8é mvedpa Kara 
ms capkés. ravra 8é dAdnAots ayri- 
Gal. v. 17. 


Ke(Tat. 


el 3¢ mvevpare dyerOe, ovx éore 


td vopov. v.18. 


éy "Ioadk wrnOncerai vos oméppa: 

ovr gorw...ra réxva Tie éwayyeXias 

Noyifera: els oméppa. Rom. ix. 7, 
8. 

6 ayanéy rv Erepoy vépor menhi- 
poxe> +d yap ov potyevoets x.t.2. 
€v rourp TH Adyp avaxedadatovra, 
évy r@: ayaryoes roy wAnoloy cov os 
ceavréy...aAnpepa ouy wépov yi a- 
yarn. Rom. xiii, 8, 9, 10. 

Brérw 8¢ Erepov vdpow ev rois 
pédecivy pov dyrurrparevépevoy 1¢ 
yup Tov vods pov...apa oby aris 
éyd r@ pév vol Sovrtevw rdup Ccoi, 
ty 8¢ capxi vépp dyuaprias. Rom. 
vii. 23, 25. 

6 vdpos rou mvevmaros tis (ais 
€y Xpwrp "Incov Hrevbdpwcdey pt 
awd rou wépou ris duaprias cal Tov 
@avarov. Rom. viii. 2. 
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GALATIANS. RoMANs. 
(6) dAdAjAey r& Bdpn Baord- Spelroper Be rpeis of Svvarol rd 
(ere, (vi. 2.) dobevnpara trav ddvrdreov Baordfew 
(xv. 1). 


It will be unnecessary to add many words on a resemblance 
so close as these passages exhibit. Observe only that it is manti- 
fold and various. Sometimes it is found in a train of argument 
more or less extended, and certainly not obvious, as in (1) and 
(5); sometimes in close verbal coincidences where the language 
and thoughts are unusual, and the coincidence was therefore less 
to be expected, as in the closing sentence of (1); sometimes in 
the same application of a text and the same comment upon it, 
where that apphcation and comment have no obvious reference 
to the main subject of discussion, as in (4). Resemblances so 
striking and so diverse, occurring between the same Epistles, 
lead almost inevitably to the conclusion that the Epistles could 
not have been separated from each other by an interval of more 
than a few months. 

It remains only to give a list of such words and phrases as 
are peculiar to these two Epistles: 


Baord{ew R’ G*. pébn R'G'. 
Sovrcia R? G’. ol ra aed R°G’. 
éXevdepdwo R*G'. Mparrovres 
ie R’G’. dpererns R* G'. 
xata avOpemov déeyo R'G'. mapaBarns R°G', 
(dvépomwov déyo R’). nap & R'G’, 
see 1 Cor. ix. 8. rl és; RG’. 
xarapa G*, xarapacba R’. ri Neyer " R°G! 
ropor R’ G’. ypagy ; ; 


paxapiopds R*G*, 


The resemblance to the Second of Corinthians is of a differ- 
ent kind. It consists not so much in words and argument, as in 
tone and feeling. ‘In both there is the same sensitiveness in 
the Apostle to the behaviour of his converts to himself, the same 
earnestness about the points of difference, the same remem- 
brance of his “infirmity” while he was yet with them, the same 
consciousness of the precarious basis on which his own authority 
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rested in the existing state of the two Churches. In both there 
is a greater display of his own feelings than in any other portion 
of his writings, a deeper contrast of inward exaltation and out- 
ward suffering, more of personal entreaty, a greater readiness to 
impart himself’.’ 

The similarities then are mostly of a general character, and 
therefore less imposing, when set down on paper. It is only 
when the Epistles are read consecutively, and the reader tries to 
enter into the feelings of the writer, that the force of the resem- 
blance is felt. Still a few affinities of a more special kind may 
be pointed out. Thus Gal. iii. 13, Xpiords nyas eEnydpacev ex ris 
katdpas Tou yéuou yevdpevos trep ipav karapa has a very close parallel 
in 2 Cor. v. 21, rév pH yvdvra dpuapriay irép yay dpapriay énoincey, 
iva ‘ypeis yevaopeba Sixatocvvn Ocov év aire. Compare also Gal. i. 9, 
@s mpoeipnxapev, kal Gprt madw eyo, and v. 21, & mpodcyw ipiv xabds 
nai mpoeixoy With 2 Cor. xiii. 2, mpoeipnxa xal xporeyo, and Gal. iii. 3, 
évap£apuevoe wvevpare voy capki émredeiobe With 2 Cor. viii. 6, iva xabds 
mpoevpfaro ovrws Kal émredéoy (see also Phil. i. 6), or Gal. vi. 7, 
& éav omelpy dvOpwmros rovro Kal Oepicee with 2 Cor. ix. 6, 6 omeipar 
Pedouevws, Pedopéevws xal Oepice. Again, they have in common the 
peculiar phrases érepov evayyéduv (Gal. i. 6. 2 Cor. xi. 4), navy 
xriots (Gal. vi. 15, 2 Cor. v. 17), dvOpamovs meibew (Gal. i, 10, 
2 Cor. v.11). Again, the metaphor of xarecOiew is peculiar to 
these Epistles (Gal. v.15, 2 Cor. xi. 20. Cf. xaramivew). So also 
the words dropeicba C,'G', xavdv C,°G" (in Phil. iii 16 as a false 
reading), xupdée C,’ G', rotvdvrioy, Cc. G’ doBotpa pyres CL G'; and 
doubtless not a few others might be found. Still it is not impro- 
bable that nearly as many special coincidences might be pointed 
out between Galatians and the First Epistle, and it is rather in 
the broad features that its resemblance to the Second Epistle is 
to be looked for. : 4 

The general result then of this investigation seems to be to 
establish the intermediate position of the Galatians between the 
2 Corinthians and Romans. No special instance of course is of 
value compared with a conclusion built on such a wide basis; 
yet I cannot but think that this result is remarkably borne out 
by a comparison of three lists of ‘the works of the flesh’ 
taken from these Epistles. 


1 Jowett, Vol. 1. p. 196. 


awe 


aie es Lt 
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2 CORINTHIANS. 
Epes, CjAOos, Gupoi, 
waradaXcai, 


é€ps Oetas 


‘Wibuptopol, hvowceis, 


dxaracraciat......d  a- 
Gapoia xat sopveia 
ral aceAyeig. xii. 20, 
21. 


GALATIANS. 

wopyeia, daxabap- 
cia, avéAyeta, eldo- 
AoAarpeia, appaxeia, 
€xOpa, pis, (ros, 
Oupoi, éprOetas, de 
xooracia aipéces, p 66- 
vot, Thdvort, peas, 
xopot. V. 19—21. 


Romans. 

adexig, rovnpig, mAco- 
vefig, Kaxig, peorovs 
POdvov, Hdvov, epidos 
8ddAov, xaxonOelas, We- 
Oupiords, xaradddoug 
x.T.A. L 29,30. coposs 
cal péOats, xoirats Kat 
aceAyelas, Zpsde Kai 


(nr ®. xiii. 13. 


It will be allowed here I think that the passage from the 
Galatians forms a more suitable connecting link, and therefore 
better occupies the middle place than that from the Corinthians. 
But at all events, a comparison of this list in the Galatians with 
that in 1 Cor. vi. 9, will shew as far as a single instance can, that 
the Galatian Epistle is more closely allied in expression, and 
therefore probably stands nearer in point of time to the Romans 
than the First Epistle to the Corinthians does. Contrast also 
these catalogues with one of a later date, 2 Tim. iii. 2. 

Such then are the broad grounds on which it seems necessary 
to place this Epistle between the Second to the Corinthians and 
that to the Romans. But other indications are not wanting, 
which confirm this date. 

2. The sixth chapter of the Galatians commences with the 
exhortation, ‘Brethren, though a man be overtaken (édy «al 
apornppé;) in a fault, ye which are spiritual restore such an one 
in the spirit of meekness, considering thyself lest thou also be 
tempted.’ There is something peculiarly earnest in the abrupt- 
ness with which this command is introduced, There is a marked 
tenderness in the appeal to their brotherhood which prefaces it'. 
An undercurrent of deep feeling is evident here. It is as though 
some care weighed on the Apostle’s mind. Now if we suppose 
the Galatian Epistle to have been written after the Second 
to the Corinthians, we have at once an adequate explanation of 
this. A grievous offence had been committed in the Christian 
community at Corinth. In his First Epistle to the Church there, 

1 In all those passages where dde)- 


gol commences a sentence, this earnest- 
ness of feeling may be traced. Cf. Rom. 


x. 1. dédeddol, 7 pev evdoxla ris ents 
Vou. III. December, 1856. 


kapdlas xal 7 dénots wpds Tov Oecy bxép 
auray' els owrnplayv. 1 Cor. xiv. 20; 
Gal. iii. 15. 
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St Paul had appealed to the brotherhood to punish the guilty 
person. The appeal had not only been answered, but answered 
with so much promptness, that it was necessary to intercede for 
the offender. He commended their indignation, their zeal, their 
revenge; they had approved themselves clear in the miatter 
(2 Cor. vii. 11), and now they must forgive and comfort the 
erring brother, lest he be swallowed up with over much sorrow . 
(2 Cor. ii. 7). It was the recollection of this circumstance that 
dictated the injunction in the Galatian Epistle. The Galatians 
were proverbially passionate and fickle. A reaction might be 
expected, and when it came, it might be attended, as at Corinth, 
with undue severity towards the delinquents. The Epistle there- 
fore was probably written while the event at Corinth was fresh 
on St Paul’s mind —perhaps immediately after he had despatched 
Titus and the Second Epistle, and was still in suspense as to the 
issue—perhaps after he had himself arrived at Corinth, and wit. 
nessed too evident signs of over-severity. 

3. As the practical errors, with which St Paul had been 
brought in contact among the Corinthians, suggested this prac- 
tical injunction in the Galatian Epistle, so also the doctrinal 
errors which he had combated in the churches of Galatia sug- 
gested the general exposition of doctrine which we find in the 
Epistle to the Romans. The relation between the Epistles to 
the Galatians and Romans has often been pointed out, and indeed 
is too obvious to be easily overlooked. What in the one is personal 
and fragmentary, elicited by the special needs of the Galatian 
Church at that particular time, is in the other completed and 
generalised for the instruction of all churches in every age. In 
fact, so clear is the relation in which the one stands to the other, 
as the rough model to the finished statue, that very few critics 
of consideration have ventured to attribute a priority of date 
to the Roman Epistle. But we may say more than this. The 
Roman Epistle displays the results of the Apostle’s conflict with 
all forms of evil, whether doctrinal or practical, during that most 
eventful year of his life, which preceded its writing. The prac- 
tical errors of the Corinthians and the doctrinal errors of the 
Galatians, have alike contributed to the erection of this noble 
monument of Apostolic wisdom. Here we have side by side the 
cardinal doctrine of Justification by Faith, and the great practical 
lesson of Christian forbearance. If there is a full exposition of 


On the Style and Character of the Epistle to the Galatians. 319 


the relation of the law and the Gospel—of grace and works— 
founded upon the teaching of the Galatian Epistle, there are also 
injunctions no less clear as to the observance of davs and the 
eating of meats, suggested by his advice in his letters to the 
Corinthians. 

We have seen then generally, that the Epistle to the Gala- 
tians has much in common with the Second Epistle to the 
' Corinthians and the Epistle to the Romans, and that there is 
therefore a strong presumption im favour of assigning to it an 
intermediate date. We have seen that a certain passage in this 
Epistle seems to have been suggested by circumstances of which 
St Paul takes cognizance in the Second Epistle to the Corin- 
thians, and that therefore the Second Epistle to the Corinthians 
was probably anterior to it. And we have seen lastly, from the 
relation which it bears to the Epistle to the Romans, that it 
must, in all likelihood, have preceded that Epistle. It remains 
now to be considered whether, assuming this order to be correct, 
the gradation of tone and feeling, and the sequence of thought 
and teaching, exhibited in these Epistles, taken chronologically, 
are such as, under the circumstances, might have been expected. 

4, It has been seen under what an accumulation of suffer- 
ings, mental and physical, St Paul laboured at this period. It 
was only to be expected that these sufferings should have given 
a tone to the Epistles written while they lasted, or while the 
memory of them was still fresh. And we find this to be the case. 
Bat the problem here assumes a more definite form. What is the 
exact influence, which they have on his language and feelings, 
as traced in each of these Epistles? And is this influence, in the 
particular degree in which it is exhibited in the Epistle to the 
Galatians, such as might have been looked for in a letter written 
before the First to the Corinthians, or after the Second? 

Now in the First Epistle to Corinth, his sufferings for the 
Gospel are alluded to more than once. He refers to them in one 
passage at some length (iv. 9—13), to point a contrast between 
the humiliation of the teacher and the exaltation of the taught. 
He speaks of himself as suffering every deprivation, as treated 
with every kind of contempt. And he alludes once and again to 
these afflictions, as witnesses to the immortality of man. ‘If 
in this life only we have hope in Christ, we are of all men most 
miserable’ (xv. 19). ‘Why stand we in jeopardy every hour? I 

22—2 
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protest I die daily. If I fought with beasts at Ephesus, what ad- 
vantageth it me, if the dead rise not?’ (xv. 30—32.) But the 
mention of these is only occasional; it does not colour the whole 
Epistle. In the Second Epistle the case is very different. Here 
it is the one topic from beginning to end. His physical sufferings 
have increased meanwhile : and to them have been added mental 
agonies far more severe. Tribulation and comfort—strength 
and weakness—glorying and humiliation—alternate throughout 
the Epistle. He dwells on his afflictions as an assurance of God's 
providence, which had not deserted him in his sorest trials 
(i. 3—10), and a token of His power, which had manifested 
itself in ‘earthen vessels’ (iv. 7—11). He appeals to them, as 
an evidence of his consecration to the ministerial office (vi. 4—10; 
xii. 12), as an answer to the extravagant claims of rival teachers 
(xi. 21—28), as an antidote to spiritual pride in himself (xii. 7, 
10), as’ a sign of his love towards his children in the faith (vi. 
4—7, 13), as a witness of his yearnings after immortality (iv. 16— 
v. 4). They call forth his sympathies for the Corinthians, ‘ who 
are partakers of his sufferings’ (i. 6, 7), and his admiration of the 
Macedonians who, ‘in a great trial of affliction,’ had ministered 
beyond their power to the necessities of the saints (viii. 1—4). 
He says that he had had the sentence of death in himéelf (i. 9). 
He boldly affirms that the sufferings of Christ had abounded 
unto him (i. 5). The whole Epistle in short is one outpouring of 
affliction; yet we feel that the worst is already past. The first 
ray of sunshine has pierced the gloom. The penitence of the 
Corinthian church has made him ‘exceeding joyful in all his 
tribulation’ (vii. 4). We are not surprised therefore when, after 
the lapse of a few months, we find the Apostle writing in a strain 
of less impassioned sorrow. It would not indeed be correct to say 
that there is no tinge of sadness in the Epistle to the Romans 
(for in which of the Apostle’s letters is there not?) but persecu- 
tion is alluded to once or twice only, and then in the calmer tone 
of one, who is looking back on the past, rather than of one who 
ig narrating present experiences, Now what is his language in 
the Galatians? Is it the language of one, whose severer afflic- 
tions are beginning, as in the First of Corinthians; or have just 
reached their climax, as in the Second of Corinthians; or have be- 
come a portion of the past, as in the Romans? There is only, as 
far as I remember, one direct allusion to the subject. ‘If I still 
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preach circumcision,’ St Paul asks, ‘why am I then persecuted!?” 
But there is an indirect allusion which is far more forcible. | 

At the close of the First Epistle to the Corinthians, St Paul 
had, in his own handwriting, given the substance of the whole 
letter in a few pregnant sentences. ‘ The salutation of me Paul 
with mine own hand. Ifany man love not the Lord Jesus Christ, 
let him be Anathema. Maran Atha (The Lord will come)’. He 
pursues the same course in this Epistle also. After the tenth 
verse of the last chapter, he takes the pen from the amanuensis, 
and adds the conclusion in his own hand. He writes in large 
bold characters, that he may attract the eye, and so rivet the 
mind?. He calls attention to the size of the letters, and to the 
fact that they are written by himself. He would imply, it seems, 
that he assigned to the words which follow all the prominence of 
a special message, and invested them with all the authority of his 
Apostolic office. Having done this, he warns the Galatians 
against the artifices of the Judaizing teachers: he contrasts their 
boasting with his own. ‘God forbid,’ he says, ‘that I should 
glory, save in the cross of our Lord Jesus Christ;’ he tells them 
that in Christ neither circumcision nor uncircumcision availeth 
anything; and he invokes a blessing on those who walk by this 
rule. Then as a final appeal, and as it were to silence all oppo- 
sition and controversy, he sums up with a terrible earnestness; 
‘From henceforth let no man trouble me; for I bear in my body 
the marks of the Lord Jesus.’ Does not this seem like the lan- 
guage of one, who has lately passed through a fiery trial, and 
who, looking back upon it in the first moment of abatement, 
while the recollection is still fresh upon him, sees in his late 
struggles a new consecration to a life of self-denial, and an ad- 
ditional seal set upon his Apostolic authority, In other words, 


1 Gal.v.1r. It was hastily assumed 
in a former number of this journal (No. 
WII. p. 100), that the first ér: referred 
to the time before St. Paul’s conversion. 
The explanation given in the text (p. 
322) seems preferable. 

3 Gal. vi. rr. “ISere rnXlxos tyiy 
yedupacw Eypaya ri eu xepl. I have 
taken éypaya as the epistolary aorist, 
and as referring to what St Paul is 
writing at the time. The best break 
seems to be after the tenth verse, 


and the words éypaya ri éuy xeipl 
will then refer to the concluding por- 
tion of the epistle from the eleventh 
verse onward, The explanation of x7- 
Axots ypduuaow, as alluding to St 
Paul’s imperfect sight, seems to me 
unnatural, even supposing he did labour 
under this defect, which is, perhaps, 
more than questionable. The expres- 
sion, drevicas, used of St Paul, leads 
rather to the supposition of a keen 
sight. 
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does it not seem to follow naturally after the tumult of afflic- 
tion, which bursts out in the Second Epistle to the Corinthians? 

Perhaps this passage too, in connexion with the events of the 
year preceding, may serve to throw light on one or two otherwise 
obscure hints in this Epistle. ‘If I std preach circumcisien, why 
am I then persecuted’ (v.11)? ‘If I were still pleasing men, I 
should not have been a servant of Christ’ (i. 10). May we not 
connect these expressions with the words, ‘Henceforth let no man 
trouble me; for I bear in my body the marks (ra oviypara) of the 
Lord Jesus’ (vi. 17)? 

On the evening of the day when George Herbert was in- 
ducted into the cure of Bemerton, he said to a friend, ‘I beseech 
God that my humble and charitable life may so win upon others 
as to bring glory to my Jesus, whom I have this day taken to be 
my Master and Governor: and I am so proud of his service, that 
I will always observe and obey and do his will, and always call 
him Jesus my master, and I will always contemn my birth, or any 
title or dignity that can be conferred upon me, when [ shall 
compare them with my title of being a Priest, and serving at the 
altar of Jesus my master ;’ and his biographer adds, ‘And that he 
did so may appear in many parts of his Book of Sacred Poems; 
especially in that which he calls The Odour. In which he seems 
to rejoice in that word Jesus, and say, that the adding these 
words, my master to it, and the often repetition of them, seemed 
to perfume his mind, and leave an oriental fragrancy in his very 
breath.’ May we not trace something of the same kind in the 
Apostle’s language at this time? Persecution, perhaps combined 
with sickness, had inflicted a permanent injury upon him. Re- 
flecting on the severe trial through which he had passed, and 
bearing on his body the marks of that trial, he delighted to 
‘recognise in them the tokens of his service to his Lord, the signs 
of ownership branded upon him, as it were, by his divine master. 
Henceforth then Jesus was his master, henceforth he was the 
slave of Christ, in a fuller sense than he had ever been hitherto. 
Whether the great Apostle, like the English clergymen, realised 
this relation to himself by a single act, and assumed the title of 
slave by one definite resolution, it would be idle to inquire. 
There was nothing new in the term doiAos itself. It might well be 
adopted by any Christian to denote his entire submission to his 
Lord. It was in fact so adopted by St Peter, St James, and 
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St Jude. But neither was there anything strange in the title 
‘Master,’ which George Herbert resolved to use. It is at least 
remarkable in the case of St Paul, that in the same Epistle in 
which he speaks of himself as bearing on him the oriypara of the 
Lord Jesus, he calls himself for the first time Xpiorot doddos, 
marking the time too in language of striking significance; ‘If I 
still preached circumcision, ‘If I were still pleasing men,’ ‘ From 
henceforth let no man trouble me;’ and that in the very next 
Epistle which he writes, dating probably not more than a few 
months after the Galatian letter, he designates himself WavAos 
8odrAOs “Incot Xpiarou—a title which he continues to use occa- 
sionally afterwards, but which is not found in any superscription 
before the Epistle to the Romans, and not at all before the 
above passage in the Epistle to the Galatians. 

5. When we turn to the exposition of Christian doctrine, 
with which St Paul meets Judaistic errors in these Epistles, it is 
found more to accord with the chronology here adopted, than 
with that which is generally followed. 

Prof. Jowett indeed gives a different account of the relation 
between the Epistles to the Corinthians and the Galatians in this 
respect, but I cannot think that he is right. ‘A similar inference 
fof priority of date] may be drawn from the relation of the 
Epistle to the Galatians to that[?] to the Corinthians. We trace 
in the former Epistle the personal antagonism in its first burst 
of indignation, and confined to the single point of circumcision; 
in the latter, the same antagonism extending to many points, 
including a defence of the Apostle, as well as a reproof of his 
opponents!.’ If this statement were correct, it would still be far 
_ from conclusive as to the priority of the Galatian Epistle, inas- 
much as it is an arbitrary step to connect the Judaizers of Galatia 
with those of Corinth. But it seems to me that the case is very 
different. The Judaism of the Corinthian Church is scarcely 


1 Jowett, I. p. 202. Baur also con- 
siders the Judaism of the Corinthian 
Epistles to be a later and more deve- 
loped form than that of the Galatians. 
His account of the matter, however, is, 
in the highest degree, improbable. He 
supposes that the Judaizers have in the 
interval changed their tactics, and, find- 
ing their former position strongly as- 


sailed, have relinquished the doctrinal 
ground of circumcisibn, and commenced 
a personal attack on St Paul. Of ‘the 
Galatian Epistle, he says rightly, ‘ Es 
handelt sich noch’ ganz um die Be- 


‘ gchneidung, als die unbedingteste Aner- 


kennung der Giiltigkeit des mosaischen 
Gesetzes.’ (Paulus, p. 256.) 
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met at all on doctrinal grounds. It is the influence of Jewish 
teachers, who strove to undermine the personal authority of 
St Paul. Some of them at least rested their claims to superiority 
on a more intimate connexion with the Lord. Doubtless doctri- 
nal error would have been the next step, and the Apostle fore- 
saw this. But so far from this antagonism being not confined to 
circumcision but extending to many points, it can scarcely be 
said, at this stage, to have touched even the single point of cir- 
cumcision. The antagonism of the Galatian Epistle is an advance 
upon this. For how different is St Paul’s language in the two 
cases. He tells both churches, indeed, in almost the same 
words, that ‘circumcision is nothing, and uncircumcision is 
nothing’ (1 Cor. vii. 19, Gal. v. 6, vi. 15), but then his practical 
comment in the two cases presents a striking contrast. To the 
Corinthians he says: ‘Is any man called being circumcised? let 
him not be uncircumcised: Is any called in uncircumcision? let 
him not be circumcised’ (2 Cor. vii. 18). To the Galatians: 
‘Behold, I Paul say unto you, that if ye be circumcised, Christ 
shall profit you nothing; and again I testify, etc.’ (Gal. v. 2). In 
the one Epistle he is dealing with a hypothetical case; he speaks 
as if to guard against future error. In the other, he is wrestling 
with an actual evil present in its most virulent form. Circun- 
cision is only one point, but it contains all implicitly: ‘ Every 
man that is circumcised is a debtor to do the whole law.’ 

And in accordance with the more definite form assumed by 
the Judaism of the Galatian Church, we find that the exposition 
of those doctrines of Christianity which meet the question, is 
proportionably more ample in the Epistle. 

Take for instance the great doctrine of Justification by Faith. 
In the First Epistle to the Corinthians, it is said that Christ ‘ was 
made unto us wisdom and righteousness (dxaooivn) and sanctifi- 
cation and redemption’ (i. 30); and again ‘ye were sanctified, ye 
were justified in the name of the Lord Jesus’ (vi.11). And there 
is a less distinct allusion to this doctrine in another passage 
(iv. 4). In the Second Epistle the Gospel is called ‘the ministry 
of righteousness’ (&:xatoctvys, iii. 9), and is contrasted with the 
old dispensation, which is ‘ the ministry of condemnation.’ And 
in another place it is declared, that ‘God was in Christ recon- 
ciling the world unto himself, not imputing their trespasses to 
them. For he hath made him to be sin for us, who knew no sin, 


On the Style and Character of the Epistle to the Galatians. 325 


that we might be made the righteousness (&:xaotvn) of God,’ 
(v. 21.) Here the doctrine is stated clearly enough, but there is 
no approach to the fulness with which it is set forth in the Gala- 
tian Epistle. The illustration, the antithesis, the aphorism, the 
scriptural sanction, are missing. It is not the language which 
St Paul would have used, had the doctrines been as virtually 
denied, as they were in the Galatian Church. 

It is necessary to anticipate misapprehension when speaking 
on this subject. There is no doctrine which occupies a larger 
space in St Paul’s ‘Gospel,’ or partakes more of the very essence 
of Christianity than this. There is none therefore of which it 
may be more confidently affirmed that it formed part of that 
message, which he ‘received from the Lord Jesus.’ When there- 
fore we find no mention of it, as in the Epistles to the Thes- 
salonians, it is unwarrantable to assume on this ground, that it 
was ignored or imperfectly appreciated by St Paul at that period. 
Indeed we have his own testimony that at the very time, when 
circumstances led him to write to the Thessalonians only of the 
resurrection and the judgment, he had determined among the 
Corinthians to whom he was preaching, to know nothing ‘save 
Jesus Christ, and Him crucified!.’ Nay more: St Luke records 
how, in addressing the Jews at Antioch in Pisidia some years 
before, he told his hearers that ‘through Jesus was preached unto 
them forgiveness of sins; and in Him every man that believed 
was justified from all those things from which they could not be 
justified in the law of Moses’ (Acts xiii. 38, 39). And the lan. 
guage of St Peter, declaring before the apostolic council that it 
was ‘through the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ that Jews no 
less than Gentiles trusted to be saved’ (xv. 11), explains how St 
Paul in their subsequent controversy at Antioch could appeal to 
him as one who, like himself, ‘ knowing that a man is not justified 
by works of law, but by faith in Jesus Christ, believed in Christ 
Jesus, that he might be justified by faith in Christ, and not by 
works of law’ (Gal. ii. 16). These passages will shew, as might 
have been assumed on @ priori grounds, that the doctrine was 
held and preached by St Paul, many years before the Epistles to 
the Corinthians and Galatians were written. If therefore it is 
invested with a greater prominence in the Galatian Epistle, than 


11 Cor. ii. 2, The Epistles to the Thessalonians were written from Corinth, 
during the visit here alluded to. 
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in the Epistles to the Corinthians, this is to be accounted for by 
the more determined character which the antagonism of the 
Judaizers had meanwhile assumed, and which led St Paul to 
_assert the doctrine mere strongly and under new and striking 
forms. We have thus a confirmation of the later date of the 
Galatian Epistle. 

For the reasons given above I have been led to place the 
Galatian Epistle after the letters to Corinth. They certainly do 
not amount to a demonstration, but every historical question 
must be decided by striking a balance between conflicting pro- 
babilities; and it seems to me that the arguments here advanced, 
however imperfect, will hold their ground against those which are 
alleged in favour of the earlier date. In the interval then between 
the writing of the Second Epistle to the Corinthians, and that to 
the Romans, the Galatian letter ought probably to be placed, 
Beyond this I will not venture to define the time; only suggest- 
ing that the greeting from ‘all the brethren which are with me’ 
(i. 2), seems naturally to apply to the little band of his fellow- 
travellers, and to hint that the letter was not despatched from 
any of the great churches of Macedonia, or from Corinth. It 
may have been written on the journey between Macedonia and 
Achaia. And it is not improbable that it was during St Paul’s 
residence in Macedonia, about the time when the Second Epistle 
to the Corinthians was written, that St Paul received news of the 
falling away of his Galatian converts, and that they were promi- 
nent in his mind, when he spoke of his daily anxieties, ‘ the care 
of all the churches’ (2 Cor. xi. 28). If so, he would despatch 
his letter to the Galatians as soon after as a suitable bearer 
could be found. 

In conclusion, I must redeem my promise of giving an account 
of the allusion to the collection of alms among the Galatians in 
the First Epistle to the Corinthians. ‘As I gave order to.the 
churches of Galatia, so do ye’ (xvi. 1). Is there any trace of 
this in the Galatian Epistle? I think we may discover intimations 
there that the appeal had been made, and had not been warmly 
responded to. There is no direct allusion to this appeal. But 
in one passage (vi. 6—10) St Paul speaks in very strong terms 
of the duty of almsgiving: ‘ Be not:deceived,’ he says, ‘ God is 
not mocked: for whatsoever a man soweth, that shall he reap. 
... Let us do good unto all men,’ &c. The admonition is thrown 
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into a general form, but it has evidently a special application in 
the Apostle’s own mind. He is reproving the Galatians for their 
backwardness in this matter; but he wishes to give them further 
time, and therefore refrains from prejudging the case. I cannot 
think that his language here is at all consistent with the supposi- 
tion that the bearer of this letter for the first time communicated 
the injunction mentioned in the First Epistle to the Corinthians. 
There is no assignable reason why he should omit to allude to it 
in his own letter, when dwelling on the subject of almsgiving. 
He could scarcely have avoided doing so under the circumstances. 
And the same may be said also of his mention of the desire ex- 
pressed by the apostles of the circumcision, that though he was 
to work henceforth in a separate sphere from them, he would 
remember the poor—evidently the poor of Judea (ii.10). This 
would be a hint easily intelligible to the Galatians, supposing 
they had received the injunction previously; but it is not likely 
that if they had not hitherto been informed of his wishes, he 
would have passed over this favourable opportunity of intro- 
ducing the subject, when it must have been uppermost in his 
mind, and have left it for his messenger to deliver orally. 


J. B. Liautroor. 
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The Nundines, and early times of the Julian Calendar. 


Macrosivs, Saturnzal, 1. 13, speaking of the old Roman year, 
relates, in his vague, uncritical way, that pains were taken to 
prevent a concurrence of the nundine with the nones, generally; 
alleging as the reason, that as, after the expulsion of the kings, 
there was still kept up a sort of commemoration of the good 
Servius Tullus on the nones, because he was known to have been 
born on one of them, it was feared that the people assembled at 
the nundines might be moved by fond recollections of that popular 
king to desire the restoration of the kingly government. To this 
strange and futile account he adds, that a concurrence of the 
nundines with new-year’s day was also thought unlucky. He 
fancies that, in order to obviate such collisions, the insertion of 
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the 355th day was left to the discretion of the pontifices, only it ;; 
must be so placed in medio Terminaliorum (= 23 Feb.) vel mensis 
intercalaris, as to stave off a concurrence of the nundines with ; 
the unfavourable day: ut a suspecto die celebritatem averterent ; 
nundinarum. For vel Ideler reads et; and certainly the usual, -/ 
though not the invariable, place of the intercalary month of 22 
or 23 days was between the Terminalia and the Regifigium 
(=6 Kal. Mart.), or, as we should say, between the 23rd and 
24th of February. Then, to make any sense of the passage, we 
must take the words dummodo eum in medio terminaliorum é 
mensis intercalaris ita locarent ut... averterent, to mean, that the | 
day was to be inserted only for the purpose of avoiding the col- 
_lisions in question, and that its place must always be between i 
the Terminalia and the Calendee Intercalares; therefore only in | 
an intercalated year. It would make a better shew of sense if 
we might suppose Macrobius to have written, either, in medio 
‘Term. et Regifugii vel mensis interc., or, in medio Term. vel m. i. 
et Regifugii: otherwise there would be no remedy provided for ! 
a year following one which had not received the intercalary 
month. If by suspecto die Macrobius means one particular day, 
e.g. new-year’s day (= 1 Mar.), or the nones of some particular 
month, or possibly the Regifugium itself, the statement, thus 
improved, will be intelligible. But if he means it to include the 
nones of each and every month, the least reflexion might have 
shewn, that to keep the nundines clear of all the nones of twelve 
or thirteen months by the insertion of a single day was simply 
impossible. It is surprising, therefore, to find a clear-headed 
and cautious writer like IDELER, not only accepting the whole 
statement unquestioned, but assuming that, even after the Julian 
reform, a day was inserted now and then, out of rule, to be 
balanced by a subsequent omission of a day, “so often as the 
nundines would have come into collision with the nones or with 
new-year’s day” (1 January), Handb. der Chron. 11. 63. 133, 137. 
A playing fast and loose with the calendar reckoning, to the ex- 
tent implied in Ideler’s statement, at any time subsequent to the 
final establishment of the Julian year, is utterly incredible. For 
if the nones of every month were thus obnoxious, the supposed 
remedy would have to be applied once at least in each of 28 years 
of the 32 composing the nundinal cycle. To make this quite clear, 
let the cycle begin with a bissextile year in which the nundines 
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ould fall on 1 Jan., in which therefore the nundinal letter (n. 1.) 


rthe year is A H, 


e day. 
Year Jan. 
ib. 


il 


o 
OS OC On le 


the first before, the other after, the bissex- 


n. 1. Year J 
AH xvii b. 


xxvii 

XXviil 

BA xxix b. 
D XXx 
G Xxxi 
B Xxxii 


< 
DwWDrwomonrwoanrndo~ann aanZg 


XXxili b. l AH, &c. 


By considering the intervals between the nones of the several 


onths, it will be 
lich there would 


seen that the only years of this period in 
be no collision of nundines with nones are 


e 3rd, 6th and 32nd (n. 1. = F) and the 9th (n.1.=G F). 
amely, if the nundines fell on the day of Jan. marked in the first 
lumn of the following Table, there would be a coincidence 
th the nones of the months specified in the second column for 
common year, in the third for a bissextile. 


Jan. 1A... 
2B... 


IH nr w 
Qa O OQ 


8 H... 


AUSUBE. cocccecesses ce Sept. Oct. A H 
March ciciivaskexcess Aug. BA 

.» December ......... March C B 

.. Feb. June. July ...Feb. Dec. D C. 

so VON, NOViicseccecones Jan. June. July E D 

.. No concurrence ...November F E 

. April. May ......... No concurrence 
Sept. Oct. ......... Apr. May H G 


_ In the 32 years, nundines and nones would come together no 


ss than 48 times. 


And besides, the avoidance of the nones in 
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one month, unless the irregularity was rectified immediately, 
would entail a collision in some other month, which would need 
to be warded off in like manner. For instance, suppose that, in 
a common year with n.1 = A., to avoid the nones of August, a 
day was inserted in February or some other intermediate month, 
by which the n.1. after the insertion would become H: then, 
unless August for that year was reduced to 30 days, the nundines 
would fall on the nones of September and October. At this 
rate, the whole calendar reckoning would be kept in a state of 
perpetual oscillation, and whatever plan may be imagined to have 
been adopted for informing Romans throughout the Empire 
what months of each ensuing year were to be thus modified, we 
should never be able to say with certainty whether a given date 
recorded, for instance, on a monument, means that day or a day 
earlier or later. In short, in the absence of better testimony 
than that of Macrobius in his very lame account of the ante- 
Julian year the supposition, as it regards the nones, is utterly 
improbable !. 

For that part of the statement which relates to the concur- 
rence with new-year’s day, there is a testimony which it may be 
worth while to examine. ‘A case of this description occurred 
A. c. 714 = 8. c, 40, when, as Dio Cassius relates, xvi. 33, a 
day was intercalated out of rule to prevent the nundines falling 
on the first day of the following year, a collision which of old 
had been carefully avoided. Subsequently, a day was struck 
out, that there might be no lasting disturbance of the Julian 
reckoning.” Ideler, wu. s. 63. 

The reformed calendar started on its course on the lst of 
January B.c. 45. If, as is usually supposed, its first year was 
bissextile, the subsequent bissextile years should have been 41, 
37, 33, &c.; but on the supposition, which is equally probable, 
that it was meant to begin with three common years followed by 
a bissextile year, the leap-years should have been B.c. 42, 38, 


1 It may rest on a misunderstanding Antig. s. v. CALENDARIUM it is said, 
of some statement implying that the but without specifying the authority, 
nundine were anciently called none, that in the year of Romulus “every 
but that in later times the term none eighth day under the name of none or 
was appropriated to a different use, 80 nundine was especially devoted to reli- 
as not to be confused with the former. gious or other public purposes.” 

In Dr Smith’s Dict. of Gr. and Rom. 
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34 &c. Which of these was prescribed by the rule, we cannot 
say, Ceesar’s edict unfortunately being lost. The rule itself, how- 
ever, was transgressed from the first: the ignorant pontifices, 
understanding quarto quoque anno to mean a period of three 
years complete, intercalated the years 42, 39, 36, 33 &c. to B. c. 


'§ inclusive, when the error being discovered was rectified, and 


the Julian notation of time restored to its proper track, by omit- 
ting the bissextile day of B.c. 5, 1 and a.p. 4, f#.e. of the 41st, 
45th, and 49th Julian years. Now, since a period of three years 


including one bissextile contains 1096 days, which number is 


divisible by 8 without remainder, it follows, that so long as the 
erroneous intercalation lasted, the nundines would constantly fall 
on the same days at intervals of three years. If therefore they 
fell, or should have fallen, as Dio Cassius relates, on the Ist 
January of 3.c. 39, they fell on the same day of B.c. 42, and 
would also fall, unless prevented, on 1 Jan. of B.c. 36, 33, 30 
&c.: ¢.e. from B.c. 42 downwards, so long as the vicious inter- 
calations lasted, and nothing was done to change the place of 
the nundines, the n. ll. would have constantly proceeded in the 
order AH, C, F; AH, C, F: &c. It follows also, that if the first 
Julian year B.c. 45 was intercalated, that year likewise began 
with the nundines on its Ist of January. But if we attach any 
importance to Dio’s statement relative to the year 39 B.c., we 
can hardly deem it likely that the new calendar would be allowed 
to start with the very collision which, we are told, the Romans 
were of old solicitous to avoid. Wor did it, if the year B.c. 45 
was not bissextile, ¢.e. if according to Ceesar’s rule the bissextile 
years were to be the 4th, 8th, 12th &c. For in that case, if 
the nundines in B. c. 39 and 42 fell 1 Jan., the 1 Jan. of 3B. c. 45, 
being 1095 days earlier, would be the day after the nundines, 
4. e. the nundines would fal] on the 8th of January. 

’ There is a further circumstance, of an astronomical nature, 
which points to the same conclusion. There is reason to believe 
that the inducement for giving to vu. c. 708 (“the year of confu- 
sion ’) the precise length of 445 days was, that the beginning of 
the new reckoning should be the day of new moon next after the 
winter solstice. Now the date of that new moon, in our technical 
and proleptic application of the Julian reckoning (i.e. in the 
uninterrupted continuation, upwards, of the Julian calendar, old 
style) is, about an hour and a half after midnight between 1 and 
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2 Jan. B.c. 45. But the day which we, in this reckoning, call 
2 Jan. was by the Romans then living called 1 Jan., if the year 
was not actually bissextile. On this supposition, Ceesar’s lst of 
January of the new calendar did actually begin with the day and 
almost the precise hour of the new moon; and thus we may 
understand the meaning which lies under the vague statement of 
Macrobius: Annum civilem Cesar habitis ad lunam dimensionibus 
constitutum edicto palam proposito publicavit. In short, the day 
which Ceesar chose to be the first of the new reckoning was at 
once the first day of the Roman eight-day week and of the lunar 
month. For comparison with the Egyptian calendar it possessed 
the further advantage of being the first day of Tybi (the 5th 


month), viz. of the year of Nabonassar 703 !. 


1 Few subjects, capable of an exact 
determination, have been more _per- 
plexed by unclear and misleading state- 
ments than that which relates to calen- 
dars and the measures and nomenclature 
of time. The following is an instance, 
the more to be regretted because occur- 
ring in a work of high authority, which 
will doubtless take its place in our 
schools and colleges as a leading text- 
book of Roman History. ‘‘ Cesar, 
himself not unacquainted with astro- 
nomy, called in the assistance of the 
Greek Sosigenes to rectify the present 
error and prevent error for the futur®. 
It was determined to make the ist of 
January of the Roman year 709 A.U.0. 
coincide with the rst of January of the 
solar year which we call 45 B.c. But it 
was calculated that this rst of January 
of the year 709 A.U.0. would be 67 days 
in advance of the true time ; or, in other 
words, would concur not with the 1st of 
January 4583.0. but with the 22nd of 
October 468B.c. And therefore &.... 
Thus the past error was corrected, and 
the ist of January 709 A.U.0. became the 
same with the 1st of January 45 B.0.” 
Dr LippEL., Hist. of Rome, 1. 470, 1. 
This account of the matter could only 
lead the learner to imagine—and this is 
the notion that lies at the root of the 
confusion which is so prevalent on this 


subject—that “the ist of January of 
the solar year which we call 45 B.C.” 
had somehow a substantive existence 
independent of our upward continuation 
of the existing reckoning of time ; or, 
in other words, that a certain day, ™ 
days before a given day of modern 
times, say before 1 Jan. of A.D. 1801, 
had in the nature of things a right to 
the name “‘first day of January” of such 
a year B.c.: that Cesar and Sosigenes 
were able to put their finger on that 
day and to say, ‘‘This is the true time 
for the year to begin—namely, the day 
which lies 445 days after that which we 
called Calends of January in this pre- 
sent year 708 U.0.’’ Nature prescribes 
no “‘true time” for the beginning of the 
solar year: how the days of the year 
shall be numbered and named is simply 
matter of conventional arrangement. 
In the year of Numa and the Decen- 
virs it was doubtless intended that the 
Calends of April and October, of July 
and January, should never travel very 
far from the cardinal points of the sun’s 
annual course, the equinoxes and the 
solstices. The point for consideration 
with Cesar and Sosigenes was, to which 
of the 3653 days which they assumed to 
be a sufficiently exact measure of the 
interval between two successive vernal 
equinoxes &c., they should assign the 
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We may also fairly urge, with Sanclemente, that the begin- 
ning of the new reckoning with a bissextile year is in itself im- 
probable; the common years would naturally take precedence : 
though when this writer supposes that there was no intercalation 
until the Feb. of s.c. 41, this violates, at the very outset, the 
principle of the reckoning, which is, that every four successive 
years, wherever taken, should constantly number 1461 days. 


name Calends of January. Conceiving 
Hipparchus’s determination to be still 
in force, they held that the bruma of 
U.c. 708 fell on the 23rd of Choeak of 
the Egyptian year (Ai. Nab. 703): they 


might have set their rst of January 


at that day; they chose to set it eight 
days later. By the combination in the 
text it has been attempted to explain 
the grounds of their choice, and the 
result is this. For the more convenient 
adjustment of the lunar cycle and ita 
epacts, they chose for the beginning of 
the new year the day of new moon next 
after the bruma, which day possessed 
the farther twofold advantage of being 
the ret day of the Roman nundine 
week, and also the 1st of the Egyptian 
month Tybi with which begins the 
second of the three seasons or quater- 
nions of months into which the Egyp- 
tian year is divided. The advantages, 
in a technical point of view, of these 
coincidences were not to be overlooked. 
Cesar, we know, had studied astro- 
nomy under Egyptian masters: siderwm 
motus, de quibus non indoctos libros 
reliquit, ab Aigyptiis disciplinis hausit, 
Macrob. Saturn. 1. 16. 

’ A farther erroneous statement, which 
gives quite a wrong notion of the Ante- 
julian year, will need to be corrected in 
fature editions of Dr Liddell’s valuable 
History. ‘‘It has been before stated 
(chap. 1. §17) that the Roman year 
had hitherto” to the time of Czsar’s 
reform ‘‘consisted of 355 days with a 
month of 30 days intercalated every 
third year, so that the average length of 
the year was 365 days.” Even as a 


Vou, III. December, 1856. 


description of the year of Numa this 
can hardly be allowed to pass. It was 
undoubtedly a lunar year, apparently 
with months of varying length because 
determined by actual observation of the 
new moon when first visible in the 
evening twilight, and roughly adjusted 
to the year of the seasons by occasional 
intercalation of a whole month. (Ideler 
i. 36ff.). But it could not have regu- 
larly proceeded upon the plan 355, 355, 
385, without very soon ceasing to be 
lunar, for 37 lunations are not 1095 
but rog1 days and a fraction. As a 
description of the year which Julius 
Cesar reformed it is altogether wrong. 
That (the year of the Decemvirs) is well 
known to have consisted of twelve 
months (not lunar), each of fixt length, 
numbering 355 days, brought into a 
loose correspondence with the solar 
year by intercalation, in alternate years, 
of a month (Mercedonius) of 22 and 23 
days alternately. By this plan, every 
4 years numbered 1465 days, 4 days 
too much: but subsequently, it seems, 
by ruling that every 24 years, instead 
of 6 intercalations of 22 and 6 of 23 
days (+270), should receive 7 of 22 
and 4 of 23 (=246 days), the excess 
was liquidated, as the 24 years would 
pumber 24 x 355 +246 = 8766 days, 
making the average length of the year 
just 365}. (Ideler u. s. 56ff.). But 
the regulation of the calendar was in the 
hands of the pontifices, by whom it was 
administered so laxly, and even for party- 
purposes corruptly, that it fell into a 
state of dislocation unexampled in the 
history cf any other civilized nation. 
23 
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The most natural supposition is, that the first three years of the 
reckoning were common years, and the fourth bissextile: this we 
know was the rule of the Julianized Egyptian calendar, beginning 
at the 1 Thoth of B.c. 30, viz. three years of the ordinary length, 
and the fourth a year of 366 days, i.e. with a sixth epagomené 
at the end. In fact, Sanclemente, in common with other writers on 
the calendar, seems to have assumed that by the edict of Augus- 
tus the order of the Julian intercalation was restored in con- 
formity with the intention of its author: i.e. that as, since the 
restoration, the bissextile year is the 4m + 1st Julian year, it was 
always intended to hold that place. I do not see that this is the 
necessary inference. The years marked for intercalation by the 
pontifices were the 4th, 7th, 10th, &c., and thus went on till the 
37th = B.c. 9: Augustus may have made this last year the starting- 
point for future intercalations; or, independently of this, the 
year of his edict, 3.c. 8, was made the first year of the quadri- 
ennial periods, only with the understanding that the first three 
bissextile days should be omitted. I suppose then that it was 
in conformity with Ceesar’s rule that the pontifices intercalated 
the year 42 B.c. being the fourth Julian year. Then in their 
ignorance which, Julius Csesar being dead, there was none to 
control, they held that as the first bissextus was ordered to be 
inserted when the calendar had been only three years in exist- 
ence, the next must be three years later (quarto quoque anno in 
the more usual sense of the phrase), and so on perpetually. 

A concurrence of the nundines with 1 Jan. had already taken 
place in the year 42 3.c. It would appear that the same would recur 
in 39 B.c. and in each subsequent bissextile year, viz. at intervals of 
1096 days. It needed but little arithmetic to ascertain that fact: 
how was it to be obviated? Dio Cassius says, by irregular inter- 
calation of the preceding year B.c. 40: of course in anticipation 
of the bissextus intended for the year 39. So the nundines would 
come in 39 to 8 Jan., 38 to 3 Jan., 37 to 6 Jan., and in 36 to 
1 Jan. again, which year being bissextile the obnoxious concur- 
rence would once more be in perpetual force. It must be obvi- 
ated, then, by the same expedient, i.e. by making 37 bissextile 
instead of 36. In short, whereas the years intended by Ceesar to 
be intercalated were the 4th, 8th, 12th and, generally, the 
4mth = B.c. 42, 38, 34 &c., the managers of the calendar mis- 
takenly supposed them to be the 4th, 7th, 10th, 13th &c. i. e. B.c. 
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42, 39, 36, 33 &c.; but actually, after the first of these years, 
made them, on account of the nundinal difficulty, the 6th, 9th, 
12th &e. i.e. B.c. (42,) 40, 37, 34, 31 &e. 

If this.be the true history of the earlier years of the Julian 
reckoning, it follows, that historical Roman dates derived from 
contemporary records between 1 Jan. s.c. 45 and 1 Mar. a.p. 4, 
will vary more or less from the technical dates obtained by con- 
tinuing the calendar upwards without interruption from the latter 
date, at which, in any case, the proleptic Julian reckoning must 
be understood to begin. Ideler, 1. p. 133, has marked the 
rules of this divergence, as it results from the usual account, in 
which the actually intercalated years are said to have been B.c. 
45, 42, 39 &. to B.c. 9 inclusive. On the view here put forward, 
the rule must be modified as follows : 


From (historical) 1 Jan. 45 to 28 Feb. of same year add 1. 


Prom: ssdseeas 29 Feb. 42¢ to 28 Feb. 41 add 1. 
From ......... 29 Feb. 40} to 28 Feb. 347 add 1. 
From ......... 29 Feb. 34+ to 28 Feb. 33 add 2. 
From ......... 28 Feb. 33 to 28 Feb. 31} add 1. 
From ......... 29 Feb. 31+ to 27 Feb. 29 add 2. 
From ......... 28 Feb. 29 to 28 Feb. 287 add 1. 
From _......... 29 Feb. 28t to 28 Feb. 227 add 2. 
From ......... 29 Feb. 22, to 28 Feb. 21 add 3. 
From _......... 1 Mar. 21 to 28 Feb. 19} add 2. 
From _......... 29 Feb. 19} to 28 Feb. 17 add 3. 
From __......... 1 Mar. 17 to 28 Feb. 16} add 2. 
From . .....0<0 29 Feb. 16+ to 28 Feb. 10} add 3. 
EYOM. .2spesxived 29 Feb. 10T to 28 Feb. 9 add 4. 
From __......... 1 Mar. 9 to28 Feb. 5 add 3. 
From ......0:- 1 Mar. 5 to28 Feb. 1 add 2. 
From ......... 1 Mar. 1 to 28 Feb. a.p. 4 add 1. 


The years marked + are the actual, the others the proleptic 
bissextiles. | - ” 


For example, the battle of Actium was fought, according to 
Dio Cassius, on the 2nd September v.c. 723 =8, c. 31. The cor- 
responding proleptic Julian date is 4 Sept.; on the usual view 
(Ideler’s), 3 Sept. Again, there was an eclipse of the sun in 
B. c. 10 for which the astronomers give the proleptic Julian date 
30th June. Should any contemporary record with the Julian date 

23—2 
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hereafter be discovered, it should on my view be the 26th June, 
on Ideler’s the 27th. 

As for the nundines, these would fall on every three consecu- 
tive years begining with the intercalated year, on the 6th, 8th 
and 3rd of January respectively, until B.c. 7, when they would 
run, so long as the intercalation was omitted, in a cycle of eight 
years, viz., 6th, Ist, 4th, 7th, 2nd, 5th, 8th and 3rd of January. 
Ideler holds the sequence of the nundines to have persisted as 
free from interruption as the seven-day week of the Hebrews 
and Christian nations. This, after the final establishment of 
the Julian Calendar, is extremely improbable. The nundines 
were for the city of Rome and its neighbourhood, the calendar 
for Romans all over the world, It is not easy to imagine that 
after the edict of Augustus any further tampering with the 
calendar would be tolerated; and if a collision with new-year’s 
day or any other suspectus dies was to be obviated, this would 
be managed, not by an unsettling, however temporary, of the 
calendar, but by the simple expedient of transposing the nun- 
dines. And in fact, in the only instance of the kind (so far as I 
am aware) on record for that period, Dio Cass. Lx. 24 relates 
under v.c. 797 = 4.D. 44, nal ri» dyopdy riv 8a rev 0 ipépov 
peréOecav, “they transposed the nundines on account of certain 
sacrifices” or religious solemnities. He adds that the like was done 
on many other occasions, xa) dAore wodAdxis. Ideler, who thinks 
Dio Cass, must have mistaken the matter, because it can hardly 
be supposed that this was ever the case (11. 134 note), has not 
treated the subject of the nundines with his usual discretion. 

Now let us suppose it to have been ruled, after the edict of 
Augustus, that the nundines, whenever they would have fallen, 
in the regular course, on the lst of January, should be shifted 
either to 2 Jan. or to. 31 Dec. and 8 Jan. (but constantly the 
same method, not sometimes one and sometimes the other), On 
the former method, supposing the transposition to take place 
in a bissextile year, by which the n.1. is changed from AH to 
BA, it will be seen by inspection of the nundinal cycle that it 
will take twenty years to bring the nundines again to 1 Jan. 
(year xiii, to xxxiii.): supposing it to take place in the first, 
second or third year after bissextile (n. 1. changed from A to B), 
eleven, fourteen and seventeen years respectively ‘will lead to a 
concurrence with 1 Jan. in a bissextile year (years xxii, xix, and 


The Nundines, and early times of the Julian Calendar. 9337 


xvi. to xxxiii.). On the other plan,i.e. the nundines anticipated, 
by which in bissext., Ist, 2nd, and 3rd after bissext., the n.L 
would change from AH to HG, and from A to H, the periods 
which will bring it again to AH are twelve, three, six, nine years 
respectively (years xxi, xxx, xxvii, and xxiv to xxxiii.) Assuming 
both methods to have been considered, the former would in all 
probability be preferred because of the longer period. Thus, as 
the first return of the nundines to 1 Jan. would be in B. c. 6, after 
transposition to 2 Jan. they would again fall on 1 Jan. in B.c. 1, 
as there was no bissextile year in the interval; and, the process 
being repeated, again in a.p. 5; from which year eleven years 
would lead to the next concurrence a. p. 16 biss., and thenceforth 
the transposition at regular intervals of twenty years would be 
all that was needed, so long as there was no interference on 
other grounds, 

According to Dio Cassius, it was on other grounds that the 
transposition was made in a.p, 44. Claudius, we know, was a 
precisian in matters of ceremony: quedam circa cerimonias... 
domi forisque aut correxit aut exoleta revocavit aut etiam nova 
tnstituit, Sueton. Claud. 22; and his ordering the nundines to be 
shifted iepdv riwvwv évexa may have been on one of the occasions 
mentioned by this author: observavitque sedulo ut quoties terra 
in urbe novisset, ferias advocata concione pretor indiceret: utque 
dira avi in urbe aut in capitolio visa, obsecratio haberetur, eamque 
ipse jure Max. Pont. commonito pro rostris populo preairet, sub- 
mota operarum servorumque turba. For at this time the nundine 
were fasti for both orders of the people, and it is quite conceiv- 
able that, to prevent the interruption of public business, they 
might on such an occasion be anticipated or postponed one day. 
But when once the method of periodical adjustment, as above 
explained, had come into operation, it is not likely that these 
occasional interruptions (which Dio intimates were not infre- 
quent) weuld be allowed to throw the cycle out of its proper 
order. From the nundines before to those after the irregular 
day the interval, I should suppose, would be still sixteen days, 
so that the n.1. forthe year would mark the stated days after as 
before the interruption. 

Henry BROWNE. 
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I. The Roman Capitol. 


To the Editor of the Journal of Classical and Sacred Philology. 


Lonpon, Oct. 20, 1856. 

Si, 

THE question of the true site of the Roman Capitol cannot 
but be interesting to every scholar, and I have therefore ven- 
tured to appeal to your excellent Journal, the only tribunal 
before which such a question can be brought, respecting a judg- 
ment on the subject delivered in the recent number of the 
Quarterly Review. 

The writer of the article alluded to, who has'done me the 
honour to notice my account of Rome, published in Dr Smith’s 
Dictionary of Ancient Geography, in terms far more flattering 
than it deserves, rests the whole issue of this much disputed 
point on the interpretation of the description in Tacitus of 
the storming of the Capitol by the Vitellians (Hist. 1. 71). 
The subject is thus reduced to a very narrow compass; and 
as the Reviewer speaks “in the interest of Tacitus himself,”— 
to whom, it would seem, I have done some grievous wrong,— 
I trust I may be permitted to make the few following remarks. 

I must confess my surprise to find that a gentleman who in- 
sists so much on the “ cautious and solid character of English 
scholarship,” and who is “unwilling that any cloud of ambiguity 
should lie” on the decisive passage which he has selected, should 
have defaced it by two mistranslations; and those, unluckily, in 
the very clauses on which the whole of the point in dispute 
depends. 

1. The words, “erigunt aciem per adversum collem usque 
ad primas Capitolinz arcis fores,’ are rendered, “they charge 
up the hill to the foot of the gates of the Capitoline fortress;” 
instead of, “to the first gates of the Capitoline fortress,” or 
rather “ citadel.” 

2. The clause—“faces in prominentem porticum jecere, et 
sequebantur ignem; ambustasque Capitolii fores penetrassent, ni 
Sabinus revulsas undique statuas, decora majorum, in ipso aditu, 
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vice muri, objecisset,” is translated : “So they threw torches into 
the projecting portico and followed the course of the fire. They 
would have burnt the gates of the Capitol, and burst in, had not 
Sabinus flung a number of statues, the monuments of our ances- 
tors, before them, and so blocked up the approach as with ‘a 
wall:” instead of “They would have burst in through the burnt 
gates,” &c. 

Every Latin scholar will see that these versions are contrary 
to grammar and the true meaning of words; and I think it may 
also be shewn that they are no less repugnant to common sense. 
The statues were not employed to stop the fire, but to stop the 
men who were following the fire. If the gates had not been 
burnt, the statues would not have been needed, as the gates 
would have sufficed of themselves to keep out the assailants, 
In Comment No. 4 on this passage, the Reviewer remarks (p. 
425): “The Capitol would of course abound with statues; but 
we should not expect a bare fortification like thé ancient Arx (if 
it is of the Arx proper that Tacitus is speaking) to furnish such 
precious materials for a hasty defence.” A strange remark from 
a gentleman who has evidently paid some attention to the sub- 
ject. The Arx was not “a bare fortification,’ but contained 
‘several temples, besides the celebrated one of Juno Moneta; and 
further, it is notorious that the whole summit of the hill abounded 
with statues. Indeed, Tacitus himself says, that those used on 
the occasion were “undique conquisitas”—brought together from 
‘all sides, 7 

The mistranslation of the words “ primas fores” is still more 
important. The Reviewer renders them, as I have said, by “the 
foot of the gates;” but in Comment No. 5 they become “the 
front gates;” whence he appears to suppose that the temple had 
back gates or side gates. But, even had this been the case, 
what should have prevented the besiegers from immediately at- 
tacking them after being repulsed from the front gates? Being 
already at the temple, why should they have taken the trouble 
to descend the hill in order to mount it again by climbing the 
hundred steps, setting fire to houses, &c. and thus to arrive at 
the same point as they had just quitted? Their proceedings, as 
explained by the Reviewer, may be illustrated as follows: A body 
of men rush up Ludgate Hill to capture St Paul's cathedral ; 
they are prevented from entering the west gate by some statues 
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being flung before it; whereupon instead of proceeding at once 
to the ‘north gate, they retrace their steps down Ludgate Hill; 
some of them, turning to the left, make their way up by Bennet'’s | 
Hill to the spot which they had just quitted; others, turning to 
the right, arrive again at the cathedral by burning down Pater- 
poster Row! The only way in which such a retreat could be ex- 
plained on any rational principle is, that they were repulsed by a | 
barrier at the top of Ludgate Hill before they reached the cathe- | 
dral. A similar obstacle at the top of the Clivus Capitolinus | 

take to be the “primse fores” described by Tacitus as having 

been burnt, and replaced by the statues. | 

These strange notions of the Reviewer's are illustrated by a ' 
plan equally strange. The temple, allowing it to have been on 
the southern summit of the Capitoline Hill, is wrenched 45 de- 
grees from its true position, it being universally agreed that it 
faced the south, as fairly represented in Becker’s plan. The Re- 
viewer makes it face the south-east, in order that, like Mahomet’s 
miracle, the temple may come to the fire, as the fire will not 
come to the temple. It is hardly necessary to observe upon 
other incongruities in the plan, such as the want of an area 
before the temple, and the position of the Lucus and Clivus 
Asyli, the latter being made to lead up to the Capitol instead of 
to the Asylum! The ruin of the three columns is still designated 
as the temple of Saturn, though that view is, I believe, now 
almost universally abandoned even by the Germans. 

In a note at p. 426, the Reviewer says that in one of my 
subsidiary arguments I have given an interpretation “ grammati- 
cally inadmissible” of Ovid’s line, “Qua fert sublimes alta Moneta 
gradus;” though, on his own shewing, the passage is not amenable 
to any laws of grammar. He sees no obscurity in the line, and 
illustrates it by a passage from Virgil which bears not the slight- 
est resemblance to it, except that ferre occurs in both. How- 
ever, if I have erred, I have in this case erred with Becker 
(Handb. p. 393), who also takes Ovid’s words to mean that the 
temple lay at the top of a flight of steps; though he supposes 
that these steps led from the temple of Concord, at the top of 
the Forum, to that of Juno Moneta on the (his) Arx; a view 
which I have endeavoured to prove inadmissible. 

The preceding remarks will perhaps suffice to shew that this 
passage of Tacitus is not, as the Reviewer thinks, decisive in 
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‘favour of his own view; though, on the other hand, I have not 
‘pretended to assert that it settles the question the other way. I 
have not “clapped my hands and cried Eureka!” I have merely 
wentured to say (p. 767) that, on a review of the whole evidence, 
the balance of probability appears to me to incline in favour of 
‘~~ the Capitol having been on the northern summit.. 


I have the honour to be, 
| Sir, 
! Yours very respectfully, 
| Tos. H. Dyer. 


II. Novarwm lectionum et emendationum Specimen. 


(Concluded from Vol. I. page 219.) 


De Corona, p. 253, in. °@ Braodnpay sept euod xalAcyor os ctord 
pev AaBay, Bow 8 avadecas, adr’ ov ov ye, GANG Bogs pev Exwy, wavoes O° 
‘ovderor’ day py oe odrot mavcwow, ariysdocavres thyepov. Abjectis per 
éyov legendum aA)’ del Bods. 

Ib. p. 246. fin. Ids ody dravrav évofsrara éBovretcacbe éyol wewr- 
bévres, Ex TONACRIQTATA librarius legit év8oférara. 

Ib. p. 325, in. O08 dca cupBeBovrevxa—époiws tpiv, domep by 
ei éy tpuravy, pérov éri rd Afjppa cupBeBovdevxa, x.t.é. Junge OCIE- 
PANEI et lege domepavel rpuravn. - 

Ib. p. 522, fin. Midianse, Todd 8) padiora ravrov rovry To Adyp 
mpocéxew tpas Sei, cal pynpovetoat rotroy cal mpds éxacroy drayray Gray 

“ odros Nyy. Ex OTAN corrige OTIAN. 

Ib. p. 597, Orat. contra Androt. Todddy 8¢ rat peydhoy ayabdy 
rois GAXots “EAAnow xaréorncay airtot av ov8 6 xpdvos Thy pyyjpny ddedéo- 
6a dvwwara. Pro OYAEO lege OYAEIC. 


rT: 


#schines contra Tim. p. 22, c. 158. epi 8 rév suorpdérey 
ray Tipdpxov hevywy ras dmexbeias, dv friord pot pédet, prnobycopat. 
Librarius neglexit ov post XOY nam sensus postulat od gevyov. 

Adv. Ctesiph. p. 67, c. 94. “Gore ra déxa radavra, dpovrav, ppo- 
vouvrayv, Brerdvrav erabov tydy ipedduevor, x.t.€. Ex TAOPQNTON fac 
TIAPONTON. 

Ib. p. 83, c. 203. "Eyd 8€ mas xarnydpya; obre rov doy Biov rdv 
Anp. mpsrepov seEjAOov—ApOova Byrov nat moda Exov A€yew, fj} wavroy 
y dy env dropedraros: dada x.r.€. Pro AIIOPQTATOC I. ATONOQTATOS. 
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Isocrates. (Cf. Ed. Imm. Bekkeri. Oxonii, 1822, T. ITI.) 

p. 43 a Panegyrici. Ka? rocovroy dinuaprjxaciw, dore rous mpos trep- 
Bodiy srerrovnpévous (eMpe Adyous) mpds rovs dydvas rovs mepi rev idiav 
oupBoraloy cxorovow, dorep dpolws deov apdorepovs exe, GAN ov rors 
pev doadrdas rovs 8 émiderxricads x.t.é. Pro AC@AAQC lege A®EAQC. 

Ib, p. 104 e Philippi. Wavoas ratra nal—iméderke rois émvyryvope- 
vos ped cv yp Kat mpds obs Bei rovs moAdcpous expépev. Valckenaerius 
pro A€I emendat A€I quod in viri cl. MSS. legimus. 

Ib. p. 142 c Areopagitici. Ov8va xpdvov ras ebruxias xutacyeP 
ndvvOnpev, GAAa raxéws Bteoxapipnodpeba—avras. Cod. Laurent. T, cu- 
jus recogniti lectiones amicus C. G. Cobet mihi dedit utendas, 
hic recte habet dad’ cdbéws 8. x r.€. 


Ib. p. 234 d Panathenaici. Kat ry riyny ddvpduny—éri repi rip 
hirocodiay ny mpoeAdpuny, aruxias ries por Kat ovxohavria: yeydvact x.7.€. 
Pro ATYXIAI |. AITIAI. 


Ib. p. 27P ce. Totro 8€ fnbev otrw Bpayd nai pixpdy aircov éyévero 
x.t.é. Requiritur rpayd xai mixpdv. 


Orat. de Antid. p. 294, 8.19. Tatra d—wyuyijs dv8pucjs cai 8ofac- 
rixys épyov eva. Pro AOZACTIKHC 1. CTOXACTIKHC. 


Ib. 8.297. Tis yap .obx ol8e nai rods Adyous dAnOearépous Soxoivras 
elvas rovs trd rav ed diaxetpéveov Aeyopevous } rovs tnd rav SiaBeBAnpévor. 
Librarius male ev d:axep. legit pro eddoxipovvrar. 


#schyli Prometheus Vinctus, v. 144,— 
Aevoow, Lpopnbed, poBepa 8 eyoiow socors 
Gpixdn mpoogge mdnpys 
Baxpvwy x.t.é. 
Pro SOBGPA |, ANO®EPA. 


Ib, vi. 226,— 
& 8 ovv épwrar’ alriav xaf Fyrwa 
aixiferai pe, rovro 87 cadnnd. 
dros taxicra tov ratppov és Opdvov 
xabéfer’, evOis daipoow véeues yépa x.t.€. 
Pro omac |. enel. 


Persarum vi. 752,— 


Tavra trois xaxois dushav avdpdow diddoxerat 
Oovpios Bépéns x.7.€. 
Pro rois 1. ros. 


| 


~m far 
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Lucianus, (Cf. Editio Caroli Jacobitz.) T. 1. p. 174. Libri qui 
ascrib. ‘Amroxnpurrépevos. “Oray your moAAdxis mowjcwper 78n mwAnoioy 
mwéocOat Tov réAovs, ral eAricwper, Eurecdy Ti pixpdy audprnpa,—dravyra 
verpefe x.r.€. pro IIOIHCQMEN |. OIHOQMEN. 


T.m. p. 271, fin. Libri qui inscr. Navigium seu Vota,— 
Sap. “Ere yap AOnvgow—eivas Soxeis x. 1. €. 
Aux. ‘Yréuynoas: eyo 38€ vydew @yunv nal ov wapa rd paveioba 
THY yropny. 
Ex KAICYIIAPATO®ANEIC@AI I. xal trap drodaiver Ga. 
Ib. p. 548, fin. Cynici. El peév def évds i8iov oxnparos rots dyabois, 
i mpéros Gv paddov fh rou? Smep avaideorarov rois dxoAdorots éori, Kal drep 
mevéawr ay otros pddwor txew; Pro ANAIA. legendum AHA. dnédéo- 
‘aroy. 
Medisze Comcedise poetarum fragmenta. (Vide Edit. Aug. 
Meineke, Berolini, 1841). 
Antiphanis STPATIOTHS. 
Tay rady pev os daft tis ies ben pdvoy, 
ondvov by rd xpipa meious ciot voy Tov dprvyor, 
Ejusdem TNOMAI MONOSTIXOI, 
167. Etxarappéynrés éort aovynpos pate: 
Legendum OY pro €Y. 
431. Ovdelis emyeipet rois SedvoTuynxdat. 
Ex unciali scriptura OYAC€IEHIXEIPEIN lege una littera 
nutata 
Ov det o° emtyaipew reis SedvacruxnKdcr. 
Diphili #Peap, 
Tlodwds rexvirns early 5 xpdvos, & eve, 
xaipes perandarrey mayras émi ra xeipova. 
Pro OAIOc lege @AYAOC; cur librarii in primis litteris errave- 
‘int, causa nota. 


Epinici YOOBAAAOMENAI. 
B. éAépavra mepityet; A. purdy 
: xwpoiv 8vo xdas: ov Gy edédas éxmior 
éy® 8€ rovro y’ éxméroxa tro)Aaxis. 
B. ovdev edéeavros yap diadépers odd av. 
Pro oraecy lege orAerpy, cf. Menandri ’Opy7,—dudepe mae 
povros obde ypi, 
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Posidippi ANABAEIION. 
"Ey® payetpoy AapBavoy dxjxoa 
Ta TOY payeipwy wayra KaO éxacroy xaxd, 
dyrepyoAaBouvres Edeyov, 6 pev ws ovK eyar 
piva xpitixny mpds tobov, 6 8 dru) ordyua 
momnpov kK. T.é. 
Pro era |, ENETQ; pro HANTAKAGEKACTON 1, MAN@AKA@EKAC- | 
TON; sic igitur distinguendum, 
"Ey éyd pdyeipoy AapBaywr dujKoa 
ra Trav payeipwy wav & xaf éxacrov Kaka, xT. é. 
Theogneti A2MA. 
‘Avéotpopey cov roy Biov ta PiBXia. 
L. avarérpopey pro avéorpoder. 


Fragmentum Comicorum anonym. XLIX. 
Aéorow dracév, mér’ ‘ACnvalov drs, 
ws Kaddy cot daiveras rd vewptoy, 
as xadds 6 IapOevarv, x.1.é. 
In libris legebatur Adorowa 8 dracdy médewv, rérve AG. mdds KT. 
xpnoroy avOpwmoy 8 édy ris Eva pdvov (yradv idy, 
der éx rovrov movnpois wévte maidas yeyovdras. 


Ex HTArENMONON I. #yay’ & pédvov. 


Eubuli 19N,— 
Mera ratvra Ouvvwy peyaddmdour’ éracenhe 
troydotpt énray, aire Aspyordparot 
Bowrias wapjoay éyxédets Ocal x.1.é. 


Pro AIMNO I. AIMAPO. 


Nicostrati ANTYAAOC,— : 
‘AAN’ émpidpny map’ avdpds, & yi Kal Oeoi, 
TaptxornaAov mavy Kadov te xayabov 
riAroy péytoroy aétov Spaxpijs, Svoiv 
dBodoiv, by otx ay xarapayowey Tpepov 
tpioy dn xarecOiovres Sadexa: 

vs. 3 lege ita,— 
tpi» Kareobiovres Svres BeSdena’ 


nam post ONTEC roi xarecbiorres librarius alterum dyres omiserat, 
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Alexidis MANTEI2,. 
7Q bdvoruyxeis pets Sooe wempaxdres 
ri» tov Biov mappyolay xa ri» rpupny 
yuvaki Bodrdos (opuew avr eAevOépwr, x.1.é. 
Legitur in codd. 3 dvoruyxeis jpeis merp. sed post HMEIC omise- 
rat librarius OCOI. 


Fabul. incert. xm.— 
‘Qs gore xaraxeioOas mpd Seimvov cupopa: 
obre yap Unvos Snrovdev ovder dy AaBor x.1.€. 
Lege don ’or. 


Diodori Fabul. inc. | 
Aurés yevspevos rois Exovos py POdver 


Ex AITOCTENOMENOC fac AYTOCHE NOMENOC. 


Menandri KANH®0PO3, : 
Td yap mpobipos pi) rovjcavr evruyetv 
evdatpovias eiwf imepnpavias trosely, 

Legendum, 
Td yap mpobipes py wornoavras tuxeiv 
evdatpovias, elo trepnpdvous mosey. 

Nobis comparantibus ré décror’ dvaf, poeta dedisse videtur, 

Aéorow’ dvacca, mérm ‘AOnvaioyv ois. 


Plutarchi Scripta Moralia (cf. Ed. Fr. Dibner, Paris, 1842). 


De Educatione Puerorum, p. 3, C. cap. Iv. MeydAy ros pom) mpds 
dperjs xinoivy dorw avdpes, Epyoe, Aaxedarydmos nal €6n cat rasdeiat x. 1. é. 
Pro KYHCIN I. KTHCIN. 


De audiendis poetis, p. 15, F.c. 1. M8 qpeis ody ry sourixiy 
pepida ray Movody éxxérrmpev—adr Grov péev—efvBpifei—mielopev® drov 
& dmrerai rivos povons ry xapirs Kat rd yAvKd rov Adyouv Kal dywydy ovK 
dxaprév édorw ovde xevdv, évravOa girocopiay clocyopey xr.é. Pro 
TINOCMOYCHC lege TINOCCHOYAHC, 


Ib. p. 17, B. 
TO 8€—xal rd 
Geds péev airiay duvet Bporois 
Gray xaxdoa Sopa mapmyndny OéAy, 
ravra 8¢ 73n Kara ddfay eipyra cal ricrw alrav, hy Exovow awarny epi Gedy 
kai dyvo.ay, els pds éxpepdvrov. Pro TAYTAACHAH I, TAYTAAHAAAH. 
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Ib. p. 32, E. c. xm. ‘H pew ody péderra pucks éy rots Optyuraros | 
avbert—e£avevpioxes rd Aetérarowy péAt kal xpnorixwraroy «.r.é. . Legen- 
dum 1ré yAuxvraroy. 


De Audiendo, C. xm. p. 44, F. “Omov yap éuérou ries éyxopua 
Kal muperov xal vi) Aia xurpas emideuripevos mbavéryros obx dyowpovrw | 
frou Adyos tn’ avdpds GAws ye mas Soxovvros F xahoupévov piroadpo 
mepavdpevos, ovK Gy GAws avanvony Twa—napacxo mpds  Emawoy, Pro {- 
AAAgcremac |. aMocremac. : 


De Adulatore et Amico, p. 53 C. c. 1x. ‘O pew ddnOqs hidos otre © 
pepntyns €or mavrwv—adda reov dpictov povov—aiy py tis oloy épOadulas 
drroppo—akovra—davarAnon pavAdrnros.—Ta yap moAAd AavOavovew Eno | 
kal and rov "Ody nat ard tov Biov dvadayBavoyres, Legendum Téa yip 
adAa. 

Ib. c. ix. p. 55 E. ‘0 8 xddaf—pdvp mapéreras rp Bovdopevo, 
avvgdev del xal ovudbeyyduevos. Repone r@ xodaxevopevp pro r@ fov- 
Aopevy. 

De Amicorum Multitudine, C. v1. p. 96 E. “Qozep ob» 5 Bpidpews 
éxarov xepolv eis wevtnxovra popay yaorépas, ovdey npayv mréov elye ray and 
dvoiv xepoiy piav xothiav dioxovvray ovrws év rois pio xpnotpov Kal rd 
Aetroupyely moAAois Eveott, Kai Td Tuvayavay Kal rd ovvarxodeioOas Kai ovy- 
xdpvev, Restituendum, otro év 1H moddois idots xpyoba kai rd 


Aetroupyely K.T.€. 


Consolatio ad Apollonium, c. m. p. 102, B. "Ezresd) ody Kal xpévos 
—éyytyove- rh ouppopG—kKadras Exew ivrédAaBov, rdév mapapvOnrixay cot 
peradodva Adywr mpds Gveoww rhs AUMNS Kal wavAay Tov TevOtxay Kal paraior 
dduppav. Pro NENGIKON |. EYHOON. 


Sapientum Convivium, c. xv. p. 157, B. °H yap ovxy dpas—xai 
Tovs puixpovs viv pév eis pixpa Kouidn ovoredAdovras éavrovs,—viv Be, ef py Ta 
ravrov éxovow ldiwrdy Gua cat Baoéwv in’ évdeias amodeioba vopiforras; 
Pro MIKpoYc I. MOPOYC. | . 


Apophthegmata Laconica, p. 208, E. c.1x. “AAdor’ i8dv piv A- 
kdpevov €x Gupidos td matdapiovu—eret 6 pis emortpadeis axe ri yelpa 
x.r.é. Videtur primum OYPAC abiisse in OYPAC, dein magis 
corrupta vox. 


De Iside et Osiride, p. 366, A. c. xxxvit. ‘Qs 8€ Neiov ’Ocipidos 
drroppony otras “Iowos capa yav Exovce Kal vopifovew ob macay, GAN’ Fs 6 
NeiAos émBaiver oreppaivey x.r.é. Pro 6XOYGI l. ACTOYCI. 
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De Ei apud Delphos, c. v. p. 386. “Eor: yap (nempe ro el), ds 
twoAapPBavoves AeAgol, xal rére mporyopay edeye Nixavdpos 6 lepers, 8ynpa 
rat popdi) ris mpos roy Gedy evrevgews nai raft rryepovuny dy rois dperfpacw 
gee. Pro IEPEYCOXHMA legendum I€PEYCCXHMA. 


De sera Numinis Vindicta, c. x. p. 555, A. Kal ydp Spas dvvevioy 
nat dacpara peOnpepwva, xat xpnopol kai xaraBacia cai 6 re Sdtay Ioyev 
airig Oeot mepaiver Oat, xetpavas émdyet nal PdBous rois ovr@ Sraxespdvors. 
Pro X€IMONAC legendum esse A€ICIAAIMONIAC sensus docet. 


An Seni sit gerenda Respublica, c. vi. p. 786, E. Od pry dada 
kal ydpis edpenjs j paprupotcoa rois Epyots Kal cuvapdrAdpevos draivos—oldy 
rt has cat yavopa TH xalpovri ris dperjs mpooribya: x.r.é. Pro HMAPTY- 
POYCA legendum OMAPTOYCA. 


De vitando re alieno, c. m. p. 828, D. ‘Qs yap } Hv6la rois 
‘AOnvalois—retyos EvAwov Bddva tov Gedy Epn—ovtros npiv 6 Geds dldwcs 
urivny rpdmefay kal xepapeay Aexdvyy Kal tpaxd lpdrior, day dAcvbepoe Civ 
é6éXopev. Pro TPAXY |. IAXY. 


De Esu Carnium, I. c. v. p. 995, A. Oddevi ydp gouxe 1d avOpdsrov 
odpa rey én capxohayia yeyovsrwy, ov ypumdérns xeidous,—ov xotdias evrovia 
kal wvevparos Oeppdrns, rpéat kal xarepyacacGa Suvari) rd Bapv xal xpeades. 
Pro TPE WAI 1. HE VAI. 

Ib. c. vi. p. 995, E.—rdv qAtov 80 dépos typod nal wAnOovs dvabvpiao~ 
tev arémray aOproavres, ov kaBapdy ovd€ Aaympdv GAda Buoy Kal axAuvddy 
nai é\toOdvovra rais atyais dpapev. Pro adda Bvdtov |. ddr’ duvdpdr. 

Ib. c. n. p. 997, F.  Sxdree 8€ yas mérepor BéAriov éfnpepotor rav 
proodpar, of nal réxva—éobiew Kedevovres— TvOaydpas xa ’Epuredordfs, 
Oifovres eivat xal mpds ra GAG yévn Sixaiovs; Legendum kai mpds ra ddoya 
dixaiovs. 


Symposiacse Queestiones, L,I. Q.v. c.2. Of 8¢ yaplevres ev 1G 
maber rovre yevdopevot, ry Gavyy pdyny eis Td Bev kal POéyyeoOar péya Kal 
pédn mpoievra. Pro MELA |. METPA. 

Ib L. ITI. Q. v. c. 2, p. 652, E. 1.19. ‘Qs yap forme, pddtora 8 os, 
elpnxapev, €oixact rois mpeaBurats of peOvovres: O16 Kal mpwairara ynpeow 
ol dadowa x.r.é. Pro of pedvovres I. of véor peOvovres. 

Ib. L. IV. Q. v. c. 2, p. 670, A. 1. 8. ef 8€ Btapopdov 4 ds Kat 
Oodépdv (GAX’ od) xavOdpou tiv SY dromaérepoy fH thy Pvaow dyovadrepoy. 
Pro AMOYCOTE PON I. MYCAPOTE PON. 

‘Tb. 1.10. Tov 8€ bv droypnorioa cat ripaoOa A€yovow: mparn yap 
oxicaca tr mpodxovrs ris dpuxiis, ds pact, rv yyy, Tyvos dpdoews eOyxe 
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x.t.é. Recte emendatum awd ris xpeias pro droxpyorioa, tum dele 
nai et pro sijs dpuyiis L. rot pryxous. 

Tb. c. 3, F.L5. Kal yap 9 xpda nat rd Sra xal ray duparor dewapdérys 
al rd dApupdy éoixe Oavpaciws. Scaligerus Aapupdy pro dApupdr. 

Ib. Q. vr. c. 2, p. 672, B. 1.52. Of py wovotvres olvoy pediretor 
mivovowy, tropappdocorres Tiy yuxurnTa olvaddecs pifas kal avornpais. Pro 
OINQAECI |. omaA€E cI. Cff. seqq. 

Ib. L. VI. Q. x. p. 696, F. Thy 8€ wAclorny alriay— 8pipirns ecixe 
7d yap gurdy dravroy éradécrarov, dare xal rd cixov aird kat rd Evdov cai 
rd Epvos dvarerAfjicda x.t.é. Gatakerus pro €PNOC 1. OPION. 

Ib. L. VIIL Q. 1x. c. 2, p. 732, A. 1.35. Of 8 cai rd voojpara 
riy piow, dowep répara yevvay aktovot,—rd dyay cat rd paddov éviov mabar 
xawérnra Kat Svapopdy drodaivovres: x.r.é. Pro KAITA 1, KAINA. 

De Mulierum Virtutibus, p. 248, C. of & cds ri Acyoueny 
Xipatpay dpos avrrAtov yevovevar pact, cai moreiy avaxAdoets Kal avaxavoeis év 
T@ Spe xarerds xat mupades, of’ dv papaiverbar ro’s xaprovs. Valcken. 
©EPEI pro OPEI. Pro XAACIIAG legendum censeo AAGEINA.! 


III. Admodum in Salvianus. 


Few of the old editors have done so much to clear up the 
grammatical and historical difficulties of their author, as Ritters- 
husius has in his edition of Salvianus. Yet Barth seems to be 
justified in disputing his interpretation of admodum. (Ad- 
versar. lib. 29, c. 3). “Legitur in editione ultima amici olim 
nostri C. Rittershusii pagina 1. Omnes admodum homines &c. ri 
admodum eleganter, non pro fere ut putavit interpres doctissimus, 
sed vi quadam suayi intendendi, pluribus locis Salviano positum. 
Ita hoc loco ad unum omnes non tamen violenta quadam vi, sonat; 
cum neminem scriptorum exceptum velit...Sic Cassianus lib. 1 de 
Incarn. ad omnes admodum Gallise civitates flebiles confessionis 
suse litteras dedit. Videtur capienda vocula ut sonat, justo quo- 
dam modo omnes.” 

In the passages cited below only one will occasion any diffi- 
culty, if we accept this translation (Cf. Hand, Tursell. i, 175), I 


1 Ex magna emendationum copia, mendantur; id egi, reputans quantam 
quee in variis opusculis a nobis edite  ipse utilitatem spe perceperim ex brevi 
sunt, quasdam selegi, que paleogra- conspectu hujusmodi emendationum. 
phica ratione aut leni mutatione com- | 
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mean the last citation under the first head (Lib. ii. p. 39). It 
eannot be denied that there is an extravagance in the antithesis: 
“While all David’s subjects to a man were in pursuit, a very small 
remnant only shared the flight of their king.” Still it is easier to 
pardon such an extravagance in a rhetorical writer, than to 
assign a restrictive meaning to admodum in any of the other ex- 
tracts. See especially p. 119, where it is opposed to pene; p. 308 
totos se admedum Deo impendentes; and p. 198. 

1. Licet omnes admodum filii membra parentum esse vide. 
antur, non putandi sunt tamen membra eorum esse a quibus 
affectu cceperint discrepare. De Gubern. Dei, iii. p. 62. (ed. 
Baluz. Paris 1669).—Omnes admodum sancti in libris sacris inter 
discriminum imminentium metus et persecutorum gladios consti- 
tuti, preesens judicium Dei postulant. Ibid. ii. p. 40.—Ila ques 
beatissimus Pauhis pertulit, immo que in libris postea de religione 
conscriptis omnes admodum Christianos legimus pertulisse. Ibéd. 
iii. p. 50.—Omnes enim admodum se laudari volunt. Nulli grata 
reprehensio est. Jbid. viii. p. 184.—Adeo illic omnes admodum 
regio aut intertexta vineis, aut florulenta pratis &c. Ibéd. vii. p. 
151.—Omnes enim admodum in perditionem ruunt, aut certe, ut 
aliquid dicam lenius, pene omnes. Ibid. vi. p. 119.—Jubet enim 
Deus ut cuncti egentibus sua tribuant: cuncti admodum aliena 
pervadunt. Ibid. iii. p. 57.—Omnes admodum homines, pie magis 
quam sapienter, eos qui nebis curee sunt cupimus quam diutissime 
esse nobiscum. LFpist. v. p. 205.—Omnes admodum homines, qui 
pertinere ad humani officii culturam existimarunt ut aliquod lin- 
guarum opus studio ingeniorum excuderent, id speciali cura ela- 
borarunt, ut sive utiles res ac probas, sive inutiles atque improbas 
stylo texerent, seriem tantum rerum nitore verborum illustrarent, 
causisque ipsis quas loqui vellent, loquendo lucem accenderent. 
De Gubern. Dei, Preef. p. 1.—Jam si addenda est ipsius fugee ra- 
tio, quale illud fuit, cum tantus rex, tanti nominis, cunctis regibus 
altior, mundo major, omnes admodum suos cum paucissimis suis 
fugeret. Ibid. ii. p. 39. 

. 2. In Afris vero pene omnibus nihil horum est, quod ad 
utrumque pertineat, id est, bonum seque ac malum: quia totum 
admodum malum. Ibid. vii. p. 166.—Vendunt nobis hostes lucis 
usuram. Tota admodum salus nostra commercium est. Ibid. vi. 
p- 148.—In nullo sibi parcentes, sed totes se admodum Deo 

impendentes. Advers. Avar. iv. p. 308.—Cf. Exceptis tamen 
| Vor. III. December, 1856. . 24 
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perpaucis ferme sanctis atque insignibus viris,...exceptis, inquam, 
his quos loquor, quos utique etiam in illa tunc generali admodum 


colluvione vitiorum recte minorum criminum reos fuisse credimus, 


De Gubern. Dei, vii. p. 153. 

8. Sole spectaculorum impuritates sunt, quee unum admodum 
faciunt et agentium et aspicientium crimen. Ibid. vi. pp. 123, 
124.—Noé non possumus causa esse divisi. Idem enim nobis ad- 
modum metus est, etiamsi non eadem videtur offensa. Epist. iv. 
p. 198. 


4, Neque ulli admodum preter summos a vastatione latro- . 


cinii populantis immunes, nisi qui fuerint ipsis latronibus pares, 
De Gubern. Dei, v. p. 103.—Et quidem licet nullum admodum 
malum facinus ratione subsistat, quia rationi non possunt scelera 
conjungi, nullum tamen est, ut puto, vel inrationabilius, vel insa- 
nius. Ibid. iv. p. 77.—Nulla enim admodum tum spiritui cum 
corpore, id est, nulla divinz indoli cum terreno hoste luctatio 
est. Epist. v. p. 206.—Cf. a corrupt passage in Epist. iv. p. 198. 

5. Semper admodum cibo, nunquam detractione saturamur. 
De Gubern, Dei, iii. p. 54,—In the following passage it seems un- 
certain whether admodum should be taken with semper or with 
grave. Quod quidem licet semper. admodum grave sit, tunc 
tamen magis intolerabile. Ibid. vi. p. 186. 

In two passages the word is found im the ordinary sense of 
‘“‘sreatly,”’ “utterly.” Si non perire admodum verba eestimant 
quee nihil loquentibus prosint. bid. iv. p. 87.—Diximus...contra 
eos admodum esse quod agnoverint veritatem. Ibid. v. init. 
p. 97.—Similarly, Vidimus...decrepitos Christianos, imminente 
admodum jam excidio civitatis, gule ac lascivise servientes. 
Lbid. vi. p. 139. When the ruin of the state already hung full upon 
them.—Quis enim non cum ipsis suis iniquitatibus moritur, et cum 
ipsis admodum atque in ipsis sceleribus sepelitur? Ibid. v. p. 114. 
Who is nat buried altogether with and tn his own sins ? 

J. E. B. Mayor. 


IV. On some uses of the word limes. 


Geinraiy: ‘military operations of the army under Germanicus 
are thus described in a well-known passage of Tacitus (Ann. i. 50). 
“At Romanus agmine propero silvam Ceesiam limitemque a Ti- 
berio cceptum: scindit, castra in limite locat, frontem ac tergum 
vallo latera conceedibus munitus.” The word limes is universally 
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assumed to mean here some kind of wall, dyke, or other con- 
tinuous fortification, which bounded the Roman empire and kept 
out the barbarians. Lipsius saw the difficulty of taking it with 
scindit, and proposed to read scandit. Cluvier objected that 
stlvam would then require another verb. Freinsheim replied that, 
if the forest were on the side of a hill, it might be scaled as well 
as a rampart, Subsequent editors have reasonably demurred to 
the suggestion, and busied themselves with finding a meaning for 
the received text. To the obvious interpretation usually adopted, 
that Germanicus cleared his way through the forest and cut a 
hole in the rampart through which his army might pass, there is 
no philological objection; the use of the operation is not so 
obvious. As the steep face of the rampart (the supposition of a 
regular wall it is not worth arguing against) was turned towards 
the Germans, the Romans could leap down easily enough, or, if 
the height were too great, could quickly fill up as much of the 
ditch as was necessary. To cut a hole in the supposed rampart 
would only enable the Germans to transgress the line subsequently 
without difficulty. Accordingly other editors take scindit to 
mean that the army “crossed” the rampart. But Tacitus does 
not use precise words with vague and scarcely tolerable mean- 
ings: nor can we have recourse to a zeugma, for limitem not 
silvam is the nearer word to scindit. But the context-renders 
both explanations still less tenable. Where did the army ens 
camp? If on the top of the vallum, or in any way including part 
of the entire lines, why adopt such a singular mode of defence 
as concedes at the sides, while front and rear had, as usual, a 
vallum? If in the ditch, a more helpless situation can hardly be 
conceived, to say nothing of the terms employed. If in a hole 
in the vallum, why place concedes at the side, or make a fresh 
vallum behind, since the Germans could only get there by forcing - 
a passage infront? I do not say that any of these difficulties are 
quite insuperable, but they are very serious. It is therefore rea- 
sonable to ask whether the meaning of &mttem may not have 
been too readily taken for granted. To answer this question, we 
soust briefly examine the history of the word, which is confusedly 
treated in the lexicons. 

The etymology of limes points at once to its early employ- 


1 From limus, ‘transverse,’ and eo. fromeo,seé Dr Donaldson’s Varronianus, 
On the derivation of nouns in -es, -itis, 24, 419. The old word limus, preserved 
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ment in the partition of assigned land. It is there applied to the 
balks or strips of uncultivated soil by which the square plots 
were separated from each other according to a regular system 
based on celestial observations. These balks were universally in 
theory, and generally in practice, further appropriated as public 
roads. Now from their primary and secondary uses and from their 
appearance are derived all the various meanings of limes. First, 
they were boundaries. Hence the familiar but not very common 
meaning either of limits, or of the outward signs by which limits 
are marked. The word however, after it had transgressed its 
proper reference, seems in the case of land to have been used 
only of artificial signs of limits as opposed to the natural features 
of a country, (“In plurimis locis, in quibus barbari non fluminibus 
sed limitibus dividuntur, stipitibus magnis in modum muralis 
sepis funditus jactis atque connexis barbaros separavit.” Spar- 
tian. Hadr. 12. ‘Limes ergo est quodcumque in agro opera ma- 
nuum factum est ad observationem finium.” Aggen. De agr. 
qual. pp. 2, 3. “ Territoria inter civitates, id est inter municipia 
et colonias et preefecturas, alia fluminibus finiuntur, alia summis 
montium jugis ac divergiis aquarum, alia etiam lapidibus positis 
preesignibus, qui a privatorum terminorum forma differunt: 
alia etiam inter binas colonias limitibus perpetuis diriguntur.” 
Sic. Flac. De cond. agr. p. 163); and specially of the posts pro- 
perly called termini’ (* Limites in agris nunc termini, nunc viz 


in limis oculis, is recognised by the Saxum antiquum ingens, campo quod 


grammarians, Agrimensores, and Arno- 


bius. Even when the proper astrono- 


mical determination of the cardo and 
decumanus was disregarded, the transy 
verseness of the limites was strictly pre- 
served. ‘‘Nam nec illis coloniis hoc 
nomine quicquam injuries factum est, 
quod kardines loco decimanorum obser- 
vantur, decimani loco kardinum : omnis 
limitum conexio rectis angulis contine- 
tur, extremitas mensuraliter obligata 
est, &c.” 
181 of Die Schriften der rimischen Feld- 
messer, edited by ee Lachmann, 
and Rudorff. 

_- 12-The word is saad not in this but in 
the preceding more general sense by 
Virgil, in. xii. 898 ; 


Hyginus De limit. constit. p. 


forte jacebat, 
Limes agro positus litem ut discernere 
arvis ; 
(where see Wagner's note): otherwis 
there would be a bald pleonasm. But 
in Georg. 1. 126, 
Ne signare quidem aut partiri limite 
campum - 
Fas erat, 
we have the strict ancient sense, signare 
being used in distinct opposition. So 
also the Theodosian Code, II, xxvi. 4; 
‘¢ si veteribus finem cum signis limes in- 
clusus congruum. erudita arte prastite- 


- rit.” Godefroi’s note should be consulted ; 


but he does not seem to know that a 
signum or terminus was ever called limes. 
It is indeed a late usage, nor have I 
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transverse.” Fest. Exc. p. 116 Mall. “Usque adeo ut eos (car- 
bones] substernere soleant, qui limites figunt, ad convincendum 
litigaterem, quisquis post quantalibet tempora exstiterit, fixumque 
lapidem limitem non esse contenderit.” August. De civ. Det. xxi. 
4). Secondly, from the employment of the balks as roads limes 
eame to mean any kind of path or way. This purely general 
meaning is however ‘almost confined to the poets, especially to 
Ovid. Usually there is some reminiscence of the third charac- 
teristic of the balks, their appearance.. Their simplest aspect is 
as regular strips or bands having a certain uniform width, be it 
great or small. Hence limes is appropriately used of the Zodiac 
(Ovid, Met. ii. 130), of the trail or wake of meteors (several au- 
thors), of the stripes (= strips), not lines, as the lexicons say, in 
some gem resembling an agate (Plin. H. N. xxxvii. 10. § 69). But 


further the well trodden balks, leading between blocks of corn or . - 


vines, would appear as grooves or hollow ways upon the surface 
of the country. Accordingly this idea of channeling is promi- 
nent in many derivative applications. Thus the word is used of 
the bed of a river (Ovid, Met. xviii. 548; Propert. rv. iv. 50(?); 
Iv. ix. 60; Plaut. Pen. m1. iii. 181); of the wake of a swimmer 
(Ovid, Her. xviii. 133) and perhaps of a ship; and often, especially 
with the verb agere (used also by the Agrimensores), of the lane 
of dead made by a warrior as he cuts his way through an ad- 
verse host. 

From these instances it is easy to see how appropriately a 
lane, ‘“‘ride,” or unpaved military road cleared through a region 
of thicket and forest might be termed a limes. Such I believe to 
be the meaning of the word in the above passage of Tacitus. 
In this way scindit retains a natural force with silvam and mili- 
tem alike, though not the same with both?. Germanicus cleft 


been able to find even the more general 
sense, from which it recedes, in the ear- 
lier of the Agrimensores. The transi- 
tion appears in the last clause of the 
passage quoted above from St Augus- 
tine. 

1 “*Nunc vos mihi amnes estis: vos 

certum est sequi. 

Si benedicetis, vostra ripa vos sequar ; 
Si maledicetis, vostro gradiar limite.” 
Surely limite cannot here mean the 


same thing as ripa. In a passage of 
Seneca, De benef. i. 14 (“‘ nos, quum 
ista precipimus, benignitatis fines in- 
trorsus referre, et illi minus laxum limi- 
tem aperire”), the idea of a river appears 
to be intended. Cf. Stat. Theb. i. 16. 

2 The following examples of nearly 
similar syllepses are taken from Boetti- 
cher’s Prolegomena, p. Ixxviii. ‘‘ Hinc 
militum, inde locorum asperitas.” Ann. 
ii. 80. ‘‘Tribuni cum terrore et arma- 
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(penetrated through ') the forest, and cut a lane,—cut the lane 
which Tiberius had only begun. At night he encamped in the 
‘lane’ itself, caused a ditch to be dug across it and the earth to 
be thrown up into a vallum in the front and rear of the army, and 
at either side piled the felled trunks and branches into barri- 
cades supported by the standing trees?. When he had emerged 
from the dense Ceesian forest, through which he had thus been 
obliged to hew his way, he threaded certain intricate glades 
opening among thickets (inde saltus obscuros permeat). - 

It now becomes necessary to support this interpretation by 
other passages, and to examine those which have been adduced 
to shew that limes sometimes means a fortified line along the 
boundary of the Roman Empire. From Anz. ii. 7 (“cuncta inter 
castellum Alisonem ac Rhenum novis limitibus aggeribusque per- 
. munita”) we can gather only that limites were means of defence: 
that roads or lanes through the forest answered such a purpose, 
will appear presently. It is very unlikely that limites can be 
identical with aggeres, which were probably in this case local 
dykes across ranges of high and dry land dividing morasses. 
Again in Germ. 29 (‘Non numeraverim inter Germaniz populos, 
quamquam trans Rhenum Danubiumque consederint, eos qui 
decumates agros exercent. Levissimus quisque Gallorum et 
inopia audax dubise possessionis solum occupavere. Mox limite 
acto promotisque preesidiis sinus imperii et pars provincise haben- 
tur”) the same observation will hold good: it is moreover un- 
natural that the phrase limitem agere should be employed in an 
unusual sense®. In Hist. iii. 21—-25 there is a minute account 


torum catervis volitabant.” Hist. ii. 88. 
‘‘ Mixti copiis et letitia.” Agric. 25. 

1 Ritter is, I believe, the only editor 
who has found any difficulty in apply- 
ing scindit directly to silvam. There is 
however a slight zeugma, scindit be- 
ing chosen specially with reference to 

* An operation of this kind is thus 
described by Cesar (B. G. iii. 29). ‘‘ Re- 
liquis deinceps diebus Cesar silvas cx- 
dere instituit; et, ne quis inermibus 
imprudentibusque militibus ab latere 
impetus fieri posset, omnem eam mate- 
riam, que erat ceesa, conversam ad hos- 


tem [who just before ‘“‘subito ex omni- 
bua partibus silve evolaverunt ”] collo- 
cabat, et pro vallo ad utrumque latus 
exstruebat.” As Czesar is describing 
the day’s progressive work, and not the 
night’s repose, we hear nothing of en- 
trenchments in front or rear: by vallo 
he means a@ barricade, having in view 
the palisade which stood on the dyke of 
a complete vallum. 

3 Lipsius felt the difficulty, for he 
proposes to read aucto. Gronovius de- 
fends the MS. reading in an excellent 
note, and then perversely interpolates 
the notion of a fortified boundary,. 
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of the battle fought near Cremona between the Flaviam and 
Vitellian parties. Antonius, hearing of the approach of the 
Vitellians, posted his own army on and on both sides of the vta 
Postumia; the 13th legion on the convex causeway of the road 
itself (in ipso vise Postumise aggere), touching them on the left 
(cui juncta a levo) the 7th Galbian in the open plain, and next 
the 7th Claudian guarded in front by an agrestis fossa; on the 
right the 8th per apertum limitem, then with a small interval 
(mox) the 3rd shut off by thick bushes.. Now what does Tacitus 
mean by apertum limitem ? Surely either an ordinary balk used 
as a road, or a road of the same nature though, it may be, not 
used for mensuration: in either case there would be peculiar force 
in apertus, beside its use in distinguishing this part of the field 
of battle : applied to part of a high road it is superfluous. Some 
editors however take limes to be the flat border which ran on 
each side of some of the great roads. If se, why do we hear of 
it on. one side only, the legion which stood on the open plain on 
the other side being in contact with (juncta) the legion on the 
central agger? And what evidence is there that these borders 
were ever called limites ? The 25th chapter, it may be answered. 
There we are told how Antonius rallied his almost defeated 
forces, charged the enemy with success, and how the conquerors 
spread in pursuit per limitem vie. But it would be strange for 
them to confine themselves to the borders; still stranger, to a 
_ single border: and we never hear of a road with only one. If 
therefore the reading is sound, I think we must, however awk- 
wardly, take limes vic for the whole width of the road, including 
the borders, if there were any, which we have seen to be unlikely. 
But the phrase is unknown elsewhere!; and we ought probably 


. 1 There are two prima facie excep- 
tions, In Liv. xxii. 15 Minucius is 
said to have been sent to occupy the 
‘narrow pass overhanging the sea above 
-Tarracina (saltum, qui super Tarracinam 
in artas coactus fauces inminet mari), 
lest the Carthaginian army should make 
its way into the Roman territory mmu- 
nito Appie limite. To take lumes here 
as a border of the via Appia makes non- 
sense; and it is of no force if taken to 
‘mean simply the entire. width of the 
road. In reality the true idea of limes 


* et de marteaux.. 


is beautifully illustrated by the passage. 
At this particular point the via Appia 
passed along a deep cutting hewn in the 
rock, and Livy could properly speak of 
the danger of leaving ‘‘the channel of the 
Appia unguarded.” ‘‘ Appius eut un ro- 
cher quasi tout pareil & combattre pres 
de la ville de Terracine, qui bouchoit le 
passage & son entreprise. Pour la conti- 
nuation de laquelle il fit faire une ouvert- 
ure dans le dit rocher & coups de ciseaux 
. ele tout enclos entre 
deux murailles tres haultes, faictes de la 
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to read Kmitem viam (a for se), and infer that the scribe did not 
understand the Tacitean use of two accusatives without a con- 
_ junction. 

The operation begun by Tiberius is supposed to be thus 
alluded to by Velleius Paterculus (ii. 120) “Ultro Rhenum cum 
exercitu transgreditur. Arma infert, que arcuisse pater et patria 
contenti erant; penetrat interius, aperit limites, vastat agros, uri 
domos,...in hiberna revertitur.” The phrase aperit limites might 
without much constraint mean “he enlarges the bounds” (sc. of 
the Empire); but this would be a strangely general proposition to 
insert among the particular acts of a campaign. But it is philo- 
logically impossible that it can mean “he makes fortified fron- 
tiers,” with or without the idea of enlarged domain. On the 
other hand aperit is a regular word for the clearing of a path}, 
and the phrase “he opens out forest-roads ” ranges well with the 
other specific acts mentioned. The evidence afforded by the — 
Augustan Historians is rather vague. When Spartianus tells us 
(Had. 12) that in many places, where the barbarians are separated 
from the empire not by rivers but Wmitibus, Hadrian kept them 
out by constructing a strong palisade, the fact excludes instead 
of supporting the meaning of “ fortified lines,” and shews that we 
must understand mere frontiers as opposed to the bounds set by 
physical geography. From the third century onwards mes fre- 
quently means the frontier of the empire, almost the “Marches,” 
and is so used in the Theodosian Code and Digest. Certain 
armies (limitanei milites) and officers were specially assigned for 
its defence, and we hear much of isolated forts?; but never of 


matiere mesme dn roc, lissees et polies certain depth, then filled in with harder 


comme tables de marbre.’’ Bergier, 
Hist. des gr. chemins de Empire, p. 
158. The other passage is in Statius’s 
description of the making of the Via 
Domitiana (Sylv. rv. iii. 41). 

Hic primus labor inchoare sulcos 

Et rescindere limites, et alto 

Egestu penitus cavare terras ; 

Mox haustas aliter replere fossas etc. 
First, a thin furrow was cut on each 
side to mark the extent of the intended 
road, then the strips between were ripped 
up (“‘submovebanturinterstitia,” Barth), 
then they were dug and cleared out toa 


materials, &c. Here limes may be either 
simply the strip before it is dug, or the 
channel which it becomes by digging ; 
in the latter cage we have an exact pa 
rallel to the passage of the Annals, re 
écindere occurring for semdit. In nei- 
ther case have we anything to do with a 
Jinished road like the Via Postumia. _ 
1 It is used with limes by Hyginus 
(De lim. const. p. 192). ‘‘ Limitibus se- 
cundum suam legem latitudines dabimus, 
et aperiri in perpetuum cogemus.” 
3 See Godefroi on Cod. Theod, vi. 
XV. 
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fortified lines, except locally, when more express words are used}, 
Thus Posthumius is appointed by Valerian (Ep. ap. Treb. Pol. 
XXX Tyr. 3) ‘“Transrhenani limitis dux et Gallise preeses ”; and 
we shortly afterwards (c. 5) hear of the Germans making an 
inroad and destroying “nonnulla castra quee Posthumius per sep- 
tem annos in solo barbarico edificaverat”; and again of cities, 
camps, and soldiery established “in solo barbarico” by Probus 
(FL Vopisc. Prob. 13)%. Returning to earlier times, we find Livy 
using limes for cross roads*, probably balks (xxii. 12; xxxii. 13; 
xxxiv. 28); and also for an avenue leading to a public place 
(xxxi. 24: “et extra [Chalcidem] limes mille ferme passus, in 
Academiss gymnasium ferens, pediti equitique hostium liberum 
spatium preberet: eo limite Athenienses...signa extulerunt”). 
The idea of an avenue seems likewise to belong to Cicero’s hope 
that to patriots “quasi limes ad coli aditum patet” (Somn. Scip. 
8), and Ovid’s picture of the approach to the palace of the Sun 
(Met. ii. 19; “Quo simul acclivo Climeneia limite proles Venit”), 
But the passages which most clearly support the view here 
maintained are two in Frontinus (Strateg. i. 3. § 9; 5. § 10). 
Pericles, we are told, being besieged had but two means of exit : 
on one side he made (duxit) a large ditch, as if to keep out the 
enemy; on the other “limitem agere capit, tanquam per eum 
erupturus,” The besiegers guarded the limes, and he escaped by 
the ditch. Again Domitian, “cum Germani more suo e saltibus 
et obscuris latebris subinde impugnarent nostros, tutumque re- 
gressum in profunda silvarum haberent, limitibus per centum 


1 Ledebur (Land .u. Volk der Bruc- 
terer, 308) naively remarks on the sup- 
posed limites Tiberit: ‘* Es ist aber 
anzunehmen, dass bei diesen Landweh- 
ren weniger die eigentlichen Grinzen 
des Landes, als vielmehr die zum Schutz 
sich besonders eignenden Terrain-Gegen- 
stinde, als Fliisse, Berge, Sttmpfe benutzt 
worden sind, diesen Granzwillen grés- 
sere Festigkeit zu geben. Eine Besta- 
tigung fiir diese Annahme finden wir 
in der sogleich néher zu betrachtenden 
Reihe von HBefestigungen, u. 8. w.” 
Hoeck (Rém. Gesch. i. (3). 1§) discreetly 
ignores the limes altogether: Mr Meri- 
vale (R. H. v. 31, 2) is bolder. 


# So FI. Vopisc. Tac. 3; Amm. Mar. 


XVII, 13; XXVI. 4; Xx1x.6. In xxi. 
3 the words ‘‘vicino limite quodam per- 
rupto” are not easy on any interpreta- 
tion: possibly mzlite is the true reading: 
the two words are often interchanged in 
MSS. In xxx. 9, Valentinian is called 
‘‘oppidorum et limitum conditor tem- 
pestivus :” but Ammian’s common mean- 
ing, “‘frontier”, may stand, if we remem- 
ber that at this time a frontier implied 
a frontier army. 

8 ‘<Ttaque et stratum militari labore 
iter seepe deserimus compendio ducti; et, 
si rectum limitem ruptitorrentibus pontes 
inciderint, circumire cogemur.” Quint. 
Inst, 11. 13, § 16. 
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viginti millia passuum actis non mutavit tantum statum belli, sed 
subjecit ditioni suse hostes, quorum refugia nudaverat.” Will it 
be believed that this passage has been adduced to support the 
meaning of a line of fortification? .The Jast words “quorum 
refugia nudaverat” sufficiently explain how rude forest-roads, 
piercing into the enemy’s country, are useful defences of a fron- 
tier. It is no reproach to the earlier scholars, accustomed only 
to European warfare, that the idea did not present itself to their 
minds. We however are able to profit by the experience of our 
colonies; and it is interesting to read the Duke of Wellington’s 
opinion on the only safe way of securing the Cape from. Kafir 
incursions (Speech of Feb. 5, 1852, in Hansard’s Debates, Ser. mI. 
lxix. 175). “The operations of the Kafirs have been carried on 
by the occupation of extensive regions, which in some places are 
called jungle, in others bush, but in reality it is thickset, the 
thickest wood that could be found anywhere. * * I have had a 
great deal to do with such guerilla warfare, and the only mode 
of subduing a country like that is to open roads into it so as to 
admit of the transport of troops with the utmost facility. * * It is 
absolutely necessary roads should be opened immediately into 
these fastnesses. The only fault I can find with Sir Harry Smith's 

operations is, that he has not adopted the plan of opening such 
roads, after he had attacked and taken possession of those fast- 


nesses.” 
F, J. A. Hort. 


Notices of New Books. 


Hesycu q. v.f. Editionis specimen proponit Mavricios Scum. 
Jensz, sumptibus Frederici Maukii. 1856. 


[More than a century has elapsed since Alberti’s cumbrous and costly 
volumes were given to the world; since which time the publication of 
inedited grammars and lexicons, and the new editions of Suidas, and the 
Etymol. Magn., have discovered the sources of many glosses, and have 
supplied the means of correcting others. M. Schmidt, a frequent con- 
tributor to the Philologus, and editor of Didymus Chalcenterus, has 
undertaken with the aid of these new materials to prepare such a criti- 
cal edition of Hesychius “ut Albertina farragine in posterum sine damno 
careamus.” The sheet before us, the first sheet of the lexicon, is pub- 
lished as a specimen. But the editor shall speak for himself. “Rectene 
vero an secus fecerit Fredericus Maukius, redemptor harum plagularum 
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honestissimus, quod, cum tot alat Germania philologos inlustres, quibus 
ego neque acumine neque lectione sim comparandus, mihi potissimum 
hanc Hesychii post Albertum denuo edendi provinciam imposuerit, hoc 
ipsum quod gravissimum est minus liquet. Itaque de futuri editoris 
indole atque dotibus ingenii ut viri docti exactius ferre judicium possint, 
prodire jussimus hoc editionis tamquam preevium specimen, ejusdem ima- 
ginis ad normam expressum, quam absoluti operis habemus animo con- 
ceptam. Patebunt certe hinc ris xaraoxevys ra édagn, quibus si publicis 
commodis pro virili consuluisse visus ero, habebo quod mihi gratuler. 
Vos vero, si qui eritis, lectores spectatissimi non dimittam nisi enixe 
rogatos, ut benigne me in communionem bonorum vestrorum admittatis,.. 
qua opera nostra aliquid adjumenti incrementique capere possit.” 

Below the text are arranged separately 1. COD. the readings of the 
MS. 2. LEX. References to other lexicons. 3. TENT. The more 
plausible conjectural emendations. 4. SCR. References to ancient 
authors in which the words explained occur. A comparison of these 
notes with the variorum collection in Alberti will satisfy the reader that 
while nothing of real importance, except what is easily accessible else- 
where, has been omitted, the editor has spared no pains in bringing 
together valuable suggestions and illustrations from all quarters. Per- 
haps England may furnish no contemptible addition to his resources, if 
Archdeacon Hare’s suspicions (Philol. Mus. i. 207, 208) shall prove to 
have been well founded. “Professor Scholefield would confer a fresh 
obligation on all scholars, if he would undertake the labour of editing 
the unpublisht, portion of Porson’s remains, the remarks on the Greek 
prosewriters and on Hesychius, which we have been told are of such 
great importance.”...“ Very little has hitherto been publisht out of 
Elmsley’s papers since his death; and yet so laborious and accurate a 
scholar must probably have left many important observations: it was 
even reported that he had collated the manuscript of Hesychius, and read 
it very differently from either Musurus or Schow. It is to be hoped 
that some member of his university will ere long be induced to inquire 
into this point, and, should there be anything deserving to be placed be- 
fore the learned world, will superintend its publication.” Be this as it 
may, there is another kind of contribution which the editor may fairly 
claim from English scholars, and from the managers of our college 
libraries. The publisher engages to complete the work if sent to press, 
but cannot begin to print before he receives a sufficient number of sub- 
scribers’ names. “Wer also gern im Besitze des Hesychius sein will, 
trigt durch schnelle Einsendung seiner Subscription forderlich fir das 
Erscheinen bei.” The form will be 4to; the whole will be published in 
16—20 parts of 8—10 sheets each, within the space of two years. Each 
part will be charged 20 Sgr. (28.) to subscribers; to non-subscribers the 
price will be considerably higher. 

Before parting with M. Schmidt we would call attention to his elabo- 
‘rate review of the recent editions of Suidas in Jahn’s Jahrbiicher, Vol. 72, 
pt. 8, and in so doing may be allowed to clear Bernhardy from an 
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undeserved reproach. It is often said that he merely availed himself 
of Dr. Gaisford’s labours; whereas in fact he collated partially both the 
Paris and Leyden MSS., and had printed several sheets before the Oxford 
edition appeared. On the whole, notwithstanding its numerous errata, 
Bernhardy’s must be regarded as the best edition of .Suidas, and, as it 
is now reduced to one-half of its original price, it is within the reach 
of many students, who can only hope to admire the luxuries of the 
Clarendon press in a public library.] 

J. E. B. M. 


Rhetores Graeci ew recognitions. L. Spencer, Tom. mt. (Lips. Teubner, 
1856). 


[Tas volume completes the work. It comprises the rhetorical treatises 
of Alexander Numenius, Phebammon, Tiberius, Herodian, Polybius, 
Zonseus, Tryphon, Gregorius Corinthius, Cococondrius, Choeroboscus, 
Demetrius, Menander, and Nicolaus, besides anonymous productions. To 
these the editor intended to have added those of Sopater in a fourth 
volume, but was prevented from so doing by defective eyesight: the 
indices to the work are made by his friend Prof. Christius of Munich. 
Nothing appears in this volume for the first time; and indeed nothing 
which Walz had not included in his Rhetores Greeci: but the labours of 
Finckh on several of the authors included has enabled Spengel to pro- 
duce a purer text. A gross mistake however has been allowed to escape 
in the text of Georgius Cheroboscus, where oifwvol has been substituted 
for ovpavol in his citation from Ps. xix. 1, ovpavol duryotvra: Bday Geoi 
{p. 254). With the single exception of Menander there is little in the 
present volume which presents much attraction to the general scholar!. 
The various allusions in his émdeurxa to history, mythology, geography, 
and social life, fully justify Spengel’s observation that he must be 
counted among the better writers of his class: ‘adeo curiose rem trac- 
tat, ut Platonicum sophistam res dissecantem et dividentem audire cre- 
das.’ Most of the others in this volume possess this merit alone, that 
they have preserved fragments, and allusions to many classical citations 
otherwise unknown. For these we owe to thom the same sort of grati- 
tude as we do to a silt or gravel-heap which has preserved the fossil 
remains of an earlier epoch, Consequently two of the most important 
duties of an editor are to indicate the sources of quotations (where 
known, or probably to be conjectured) in the notes; and to bestow espe- 


1 There were perhaps more than one 
rhetorician of this name. The present 
writer is later than Aristides, whom he 
several times quotes ; but from his silence 
respecting Christianity and pagan re- 
marks may probably have lived before 
the empire became Christian. (How- 
ever at p. 369, 1.17, there may possibly 


be an allusion to 1 Pet. ii. 17.) No 
notice of this work occurs in Smith’s 
Dict. Biogr. Fabricius thinks that the 
author is the same as the Laodicean 
commentator on Hermogenes, men- 
tioned by Suidas. Spengel seems to 


- think it doubtful whether the whole of 


the émidexrixd is by one hand. 
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cial pains upon the index of authors quoted, referring both to their 
entire works and to their collected fragments. In these réspects the 
edition of Spengel leaves something to be desired. Thus there is a spi- 
rited fragment against Demades cited by Herodian (p. 99), which is 
referred by Vémel to Demosthenes (rightly we think, because its author 
must have had a personal interview with Philip), but by others to Poly- 
euctus or to Hyperides (see Sauppe, Fragm, Oratt. Att. p. 274), Neither 
in the notes of Spengel, nor in any of the indices, is anything said of 
this passage. Again, comparing Menander’s remarks about Zoster and 
Sunium (pp. 338 and 439) with the opening fragments of the Deliacus of 
Hyperides (p.286, Sauppe), there can be no doubt that they are taken from 
it: this circumstance is passed over by Spengel; and indeed generally 
little or no attention has been paid to the editions of collected fragments 
of any author. At p. 407, 1. 10, is a clear allusion to Hesiod, Op. e¢ D. 
v. 374, which is omitted in the notes and indices. Upon the whole how- 
ever we must praise the labour bestowed on the work ney Spengel and his 
friends. | | Cu. B. 


Correspondence. 


I wish to make two corrections in the “ Notes on the Agamemnon of 
Zéschylus.” 

1. In p. 206, I have proposed to read ove ay éfevipe for ovx dy éfev- 
pety, in Demosth. Nicostr. p. 1246. In making this correction I had 
before me only Mr Shilleto’s Appendix. On referring to the context I 
find, of course, that the ambiguous #y is not the third person, but the 
first. The correction, therefore, should be ovx a» ¢£etdpoy, which is still 
easier. : 

2. It seems that the pedigree of the emendation: éyd 8 dp’ foua 
(p. 216) cannot be carried back farther than Mr Stratton: so that the 
note, to which I refer, is correct, and the statement, which I received 
orally, is founded on a mistake, for the explanation and correction of 
which I am indebted to Professor Selwyn himself: he says that “ pro- 
bably this mistake has arisen out of a true incident between Professor 
Scholefield and myself, when I was his private pupil in 1825. I suggested 
to him cai ramos in Agam. 512, but he did not receive it, till he found 
it in Dobree’s MSS.” J.W. D. - 


[We are indebted to a Correspondent for pointing out that the 
fragment of St Dionysius given in our last number had been edited by 
Pitra in the Spicilegiwm Solesmense (i. 15) from a Baroccian MS. in the 
Bodleian Library. The following are the variations of reading, those 
which seem worthy of arcpucn being marked with an asterisk. Line 1. 
yevope vous. —2. xal om.—3. *morevovres 8¢ ef. —5. Tov Kupiov. —8. *age- 
pee: —12. *éavrois 8€ rovrovs.—16. 1rd om.—17. *8) xat rovro.—18. 

*airg om. Pitra observes that the fragment published by Mai coincides 
almost verbally with a passage in the 8th epistle ascribed to “ Diony: 
sius the Areopagite” (i. 789 Cord.). a ry 
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We have received a long letter from George Burges, Esq. in answer 
to a statement made by Dr Donaldson in our last number (p. 201). 
Mr Burges affirms that Lobeck’s emendation appeared not in his lst 
but in his 2nd edition of the Ajarv; and therefore that the priority 
belongs to himself. We have compared the two editions of Lobeck, 
and believe Mr Burges’ statement to be correct. Mr Burges also men- 
tions that bis collections of emendations may be found in the Classical 
Journal (No. 48, pp. 412, 3), in his Poppo’s Prolegomena (pp. 295, 6), 
in bis Specimens of New Editions of Thucydides, Zischylus and Euripides 
(pp. 28, 9), and at the end of the preface to his metrical version of the 
Aias of Sophocles. He further points out that Dr Donaldson’s altera- 
tion of dy was into «3 wos (p. 219) has been anticipated in his own 
article, entitled “The Living Lamps of Learning,” in the Church of Eng- 
land Quarterly Review (No. 13, p. 101).] Epp. 
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Baur u. Zeller’s Theol. Jahrb. 1856. No.1. On the scope of Eastern and Western 
Christian development, by Planck. On the system of the Gnostic Basilides, by 
Hilgenfeld, and also by Baur.—No. 2. On the First Petrine Ep. &c., by Baur. On 
the origin of the book of Enoch, by Kostlin. On Simon Magus, &c., by Volckmar. 
—No. 3. On Clement of Rome (Ep. ad Phil., Ep. Barn., Judith), by Volckmar. On 
the origin of the book of Enoch, by Késtlin. On the spuriousness of Hadrian's 
rescript on behalf of the Christians, by Kerin. On the connexion of Essenism with 
the Greek world, by Zeller. 


Gerhard’s Denkmiler. 1856. Nos. 82—84. Dryopic architecture in the ruins of 
Eubowa, by C. Bursian.—Delphyne or Delphine, by Wieseler—Hermes, the gold-in- 
spector, by the same.—Demeter Mysia, by Osann.—Dionysos, as god of the stage and 
the Muses, by O. Jahn.—Greek inscriptions, by K. Keil.— Hestia Giustiniani, by 
Welcker.—Triptolemus from Egypt to Italy, by Preller.—Sethlans, by the same.— 
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J. v. Hefner; Inscriptions from Arles, by A. Baumeister.)—Nos. 85—87. Etruscan 
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—The attributes of the Hera image at Argos and of Nike Apteros at Athens, by 
Bétticher. (The Anzeiger, Nos. 85—87, contains Inscriptions from Athens by A. v. 
Velsen, Papasliotis, and L. Ross; Antiquities of Samothrace; Notes of discoveries in 
Pompeii and on the Aventine; Tunnel from Syracuse to Ortygia, by Cavallari; Notes 
from Preneste; from the British Museum; on the Assyrian and Phoenician remains in 
the Louvre; Terracottas from Rheinzabern.) Nos. 88—90. Herakles and the Queen 
of the Amazons, by Gerhard.— Hestia and two Hetwre of Scopas, by Welcker.— Negro- 
head on Delphian coins by Preller.—Scopas, copas, by the same.—Phellos, Phlius, 
Phlius, by Panofka. On the Vase of Midias, by Gerhard. (The Anzeiger contains 
notes on a Bactrian silver veasel by G. Scharff; on the ruins at Spalato, by F. Adler. 
Inscriptions from Athens and Naples, by Papasliotis and Minervini.i—On Roman 
tablets of wax from Dacia, by Niegebaur.—On the serpent-pillar at Constantinople 
and the inscriptions on it, by Gerhard and Frick.) 


Gott. gel. Anz. 1856. Nos. 68—70. On Bounet’s Lettres de Jean Calvin, by 
G. Uhlhorn.—Nos. 70, 71. On De Luynes’ Mém. sur le sarcophage d’ Esmunaszar, by 
H. Ewald.—On Saalschiitz's Archaologie der Hebraer, by E. Elster.—Nos. 76,77. On 
Weber’s Indische Studien, by Th. Benfey.—Nos. 78,79. On Bindemann’s Der heil. 
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Augustinus, by Holzhausen.—No. 80. On Boncompagni’s Inforno ad -alcune opere di 
Leonardo Pisano Matematico del secolo decimoterzo. On Werthof’s translation of Cae 
vedonis Biblische Numismatik, by H. Ewald.—No. 83. On Heyse’s Romanische In- 
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by C. G. Schmidt.—No. 88. On Diisterdieck’s Die drei johanneischen Briefe, by him- 
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de Yuste.—Nose. 93—96. On Schelling’s Sdmmtliche Werke, by H. Ritter.—No. 101. On 
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Fausbéll’s Dhammapadam, by Th. Benfey.—On Riedel’s Codex diplom. Brandenbur- 
gensis, by E. G. F.—Nos, 128, 129. On Biondelli’s Poeste lombarde inedite det 
secolo x11. by A. Ebert.—Nos. 129, 180. Onde Jouy’s Les della Robbia, sculpteurs 
en terre émaillée, by Fr. W. Unger.—No. 130. On Heider's Mittelalt. Kunstdenkmale 
des Oesterreichischen Kaiserstaates, by Fr. W. Unger.—No. 131. On Klerck’s Dis 
quisitio hist. lit. de L. Munatio Planco.—Nos. 132, 1838. On Strachey’s Hebrew 
Politics in the times of Sargon, &c., by H. Ewald.—Nos, 140—142. On Kenrick’s 
Phenicia and Schlotmann’s Die Grabschrift des Eschmunazar, by H. Ewald.—No. 
‘ 142. On Munk’s essay (Journ. Asiatique, 1856), on the same inscription, by the same.— 
Nos. 146, 147. On Beelen’s Clementis Romani epistole bine de virginitate, by H. Ewald. 
—Nos. 148, 149. :On Clinton’s Literary Remains, by E. C.—Nos. 149—151. On 
Ellissen’s Analekten der mittel- und neugriechischen Literatur, by himself.—No. 151. 
On Stillfried's Monumenta Zollerana, by E. G. F.—Nos. 152—154. On Lipsius, 
ZEchtheit der syrischen Recension der Ignatianischen Briefe, by G. Uhlhorn.—No. 
156, On Troya’s Codice diplomatico Longobardo, a Vesmes und Neigebaur’s Edicta 
regum Langobardorum, and Anschiitz’ Die Lombarda-Commentare des Ariprand und 
Albertus, by G. Waitz.—Nos. 162, 163. On Murchison’s Siluria, by H. 


Jahn’s Jahrb. Vols. 73,74. Part 5. Inscription on the three-headed serpent from 
Delphi, by Ross. On dvorwaXdifw, by Rumpf. On Thudichum's Translation of So- 
phocles by Zimmermann. On Aristophanes (recent works discussed) by Enger. On 
passages in Cicero, by Jeep. On Strack’s Translation of Pliny's Nat. Hist., by Uriichs. 
On Mommeen’s Beitriige zu den Mittheil. der antiq. Gesellsch. in Ziirich, by J. Becker. 
On Hor. Ep. 11. 1, 75, by Diintzer. Symmachus by C. F. W. Miiller. Valerius de 
Vita Cesaris, by Gutschmid. Longus, Babrius, by Hercher. Writings on German 
Orthography, by Crecelius. Part 6. On Aristophanes (concluded), by Enger. On 
Benseler’s and Rauchenstein’s Isocrates, by Kayser. On Pyl’s Mythologische 
Beitriige, by Kéhler. On the fragments of Cato. On K.F. Hermann’s Kunstsinn 
der Romer, by Friedlinder. On Bernays’ J. J. Scaliger, by Lothholz. Part 7. On 
Brandis’ histor. Gewinn aus der Entzifferung der assyr. Inscriften, by Gutschmid. 
On the latest discoveries in Greek art (lst Article, Greek art to the time of Phidias), 
with accounts of recent works, by Bursian. On Asch. Choeph., 770—822, by Enger. 
On Thacydides, Tacitus, and Sallust, by Kergel. On Virgil, by Henry and Ladewig. 
On Alciphron, by Hercher. On Peter's Geschichte Roms, by Binder. Part 8. On 
works published relating to Greek antiquities, by E. Muller. On the latest discoveries 


864 . Journal of Philology. 


in Greek art (Article 1st concluded), by Bursian. On Karsten’s and Enger’s Agamem- 
non, by Rauchenstein. On the Acharnians of Aristophanes, by Klotz. On Cacilius 
Balbus, by Duntzer. On Plato’s Apol. Soer., by Heffter. On Forbiger’s deutsch. lat. 
Handworterbuch, by Klotz. On Weissenborn’s Livy, by Queck. Part 9. Four prin- 
eiples for the interpretation of Homer, by Ameis. On Bernhardy’s Grundriss der 
Griech Litteratur, by Susemihl. On the criticism of Demosthenes, by Funkhaendl. 
On L. Dindorf’s Xenoph. Anabasis, by Vollbrecht. Part 10. The interpretation of 
Homer (concluded), by Ameis. On Schwegiler’s and Brécker’s Roman Histories, by 
Bornmann. Philological miscellanies, by Osann. On Plato's Crito and Apology, by 
Wex. On the criticism of Demosthenes, by Funkhaenel. On Tacitus’ Annals, by 
Jansen. On Nonius, &c. by the Editor. MLeontius Byzantius, by Hercher. On Hart- 
mann’s Arrian’s Anabasis, by Volibrecht. 

Mnemosyne. Tijdschrift voor classieke Litterateur. 1856. Vol. v. pt. 2. Cicero 
pro Archia? by J. A. Schneither.— Review of J. B. Kan’s Disputatio antiquaria de 
Ephoris Spartanis, by 8S. A. Naber.—Remarks on some passages of Aristoph. Paz, 
by H. G. Hamaker.—On Asch. Suppl. 212, by E. J. Kiehl.—On J. A. Wynne, de 
Side et auctoritate Appiani in Bellis Romanorum civilibus exploratis fontibus, quibus 
usus esse videtur, by J. G. Hulleman.—Varim Lectiones. Scr. C. G. Cohet.—De No- 
mothetarum in Atheniensium Civitate. Scr. J. Bake.—Fronto et Tacitus, Scr. C. G. 
Cobet. {Who adds to the parallels cited in the Journal of Philology, i. 20, the passage 
of Athensus there referred to as quoted by Orelli from earlier editors.] Pt. 3, Vari 
Lectiones. Scr. C. G. Cobet.—De modis nuptiarum ineundarum Jure Attico. Scr. 
A. H. G. P. van den Es.—Inscriptio Greca ex Philologo vii. 295. Scr. C. G. C.— 
Remarks on some passages of Aristoph. Thesmoph., by H. G. Hamaker.—De Paulo 
qui fertur Claudio. Scr. T. G. Hulleman.—Onosander x. 57. Scr. C. G. Cobet.— 
Sabscription of a MS. of Xen. Hellenic, by E. J. Kieh].—Lectiones Tulliane. Caput 
3. Scr. W. G. Pluygers.—Review of A. L. Brugsma’s Specimen inaugurale continents 
gymnasiorum apud Grecos descriptionem, by E. Mehler. 

Miinchen Gel. Anz. Vol. 42. Class1. Nos. 1, 2. On Cavedoni’s Biblische Nu- 
mismatih, itbersetzt von Werlhof, by Creuzer.—Nos. 2—4. On Zumpt’s Comment. Epi- 
graph. Vol. ii., by Kayser.—Nos. 5—7. On Sillig’s Pliny, &c.—No# 8,9. On Schoe- 
mann’s Emend. Agam. X:schyl., by Thiersch.— Nos, 10—13. On Orelli’s Cicero, ed. 2, 
by Kayser.—Nos. 14, 15. On Vollgraff's Ethnologie, by Warnkinig.—Nos. 15—17. 
On Brugsch’s Grammaire Demotique, by Plath.—No. 17. On L. Stephani’s Ausru- 
hender Herakles, by 8.—Nos. 18—20. On Vollgraff’s Ethnologie, (2nd Article), by Plath. 
—Nos,. 23—25. On Dietsch’s Versuch tiber Thukydides, by Thomas.—Class 3. Nos. 4, 
5. On Mommsen’s Romische Geschichte, by Thomas.—Vol. 43. Class 1. Nos. 1, 2. 
On Cavedoni’s Biblische Numismatik (continued), by Creuzer.—Nos. 4—6. On Kro- 
ger’s Geschichte der Assyrier und Iranier, by Spiegel.—Nos. 10—12. On Renan’s 
Langues Sémitiques, by Spiegel.—Nos. 18—16. On Bunsen’s Philosophy of Univer- 
sal History, etc., by Plath.—Class 3. Nos. 9—11. On Mommsen’s Romische Ges- 
chichte, by Thomas. 

Philologus (edited since Schneidewin’s death by Ernst von Leutsch). Vol. x. pt.3 
Questiones Messapice, by C. W. Fréhner.—On the Syrian palimpsest of the Tliad, by 
W. C. Kayser.—On Eschylus and religious antiquities, by Fr. Wieseler.—Critical 
remarks on Euripides, by F. G. Schéne.—On Libanius and Hesychius, by M. Schmidt. 
—Herodotus’ recitations, by A. Schill__On Hesychius, by E. v. Leutsch.—Explana- 
tion of the Epitaphios in Thucyd. ii. 83546, by H. Krahner.—De rerum AEgyptiacarum 
ecriptoribus Grecis ante Alexandrum Magnum, by A. von Gutschmid.—On the in- 
ternal connexion of Hor. Epist. i. 16, by W. H. Kolster.—Babrii, fab. 123, 1; de 
Musei procwmio; Joannis Stobei Florilegium; in Martialis Epigrammata, by Th 
Reeper.—Rome and the Ramnes, by C. W. Friéhner.—On Herodotus, by C. Abicht.— 
On Xen. Hellen., by Tell. 

Reuter’s Repert. f.d. theol. Litter. Berlin, 1856.—May. On Lichtenstein’s Life of 
our Lord Jesus Christ, by Nigelsbach. On Hilgenfeld’s Origin of the Gospels, &c., by 





Contents of Foreign Journals. 865° :.<" 


Kistlin. On Noack’s and Meier’s Histories of Doctrines, by Sprinkhardt. On Otte’s 
Handbook of mediaval ecclesiastical archeology, by Pelt.—June. On Elster’s Comm. 
on Ecclesiastes, by Nigelsbach.—July. On Braselmann’s Messianic Genealogy, by 
Schultze.—Anug. On Olshausen’s Short exeg. hdbk to the O. T., by Disterdieck. 
On Sartori On the Ep. to the Laod., by Diisterdieck. On Vogel's Ratherius of 
Verona, by Schumann. On various hymnological works, by Sarninghausen.—Sept. 
On Gilse’s Disputatio de...Cata'ogo, qui vulgo fragm. Murat. appellatur, by Diister- 
dieck. On the Apocrypha, by Sprinkhardt. 

Rheinisches Museum. Vol. xi. pt. 1. The divisions of the Roman army quartered 
in Britain, by E. Hubner.—Critical gleanings in Alciphron’s Epistles, by K. F. Her- 
mann.—QOn the tmesis of the preposition from the verb in Greek poets, especially dra- 
matic and lyric poets, by W. Pierson.—Egyptological guesses, by X.—On Inscriptions, 
by Dr v. Velsen.—Contributions to orthoepy and orthography, by W. Schmits.—On 
the parodos of the Sept. c. Theb., by R. Enger.—On the Sept. c. Theb., by A. Zo- 
winski.—On the so-called Fragmentum Censorini, by L. Uhrlichs. Pt. 2. Review of 
Friederichs’ Praviteles und die Nicbegruppe, and of his Essay in proof Nationum 
Grecarum diversitates etiam ad artis statuaria et sculpture discrimina valuisse, by 
H. Brunn.—Archestratus of Gela, by W. Ribbeck.—On the two odes of Sappho, by 
F. G. Welcker.—On the tmesis of the preposition from the verb, &c. (continued.)—The 
grave of Cyrus; Selecus, by L. Urlichs.—Onomatologicum (Bruttedius and Brutidius) ; 
lanter-linter, by F. Bticheler.—Contributions to orthography and orthoepy, by W. 
Schmitz.—_Homerica in Hesychius, by M. Schmidt.—Contributions to AEschylean cri- 
ticism, by A. Lowinski, R. Enger, and F. G. Welcker.— Emendations in Plato, by F. 
W. Wagner.—On Tac. Hist. ii. 8, by L. Urliche. 

Theol. Studien u. Kritiken. Hamburg, 1856.—No. 3. The Book of Job and 
Dante’s Divine Comedy, by Gust. Baur. What mean the names of the two pillars 
in Solomon's temple ?, by Graf.— No. 4. The difference of the Westerns and Asia 
Minor on the Paschal feast, by Steitz. On the Pharisaism of Josephus, by Paret. 
On Matt. xxvii. 24, by Heberle. On various works on St John’s writings, by Lechler, 
On Liliencron and Stade’s Songs from the last period of the Minnesingers, by E. Ranke. 


Zeitschr. f. d. ges. Cathol. Theol. Vienna, 1856. Vol. vii. pt. 3. On the Bohemian 
Brethren, by Gindely. On the apostles of the Sclavonians,’ Cyril and Methodius, by 
Ginzel. On the speaking with tongues in the apostolic age, by Maier. On Hefele’s 
Patres Apostolici, by Nolte. 

Zeitschr. f. Protest. u. Kirche. Erlangen, 1856. June. On the history of the 
formation of Holy Scripture (Jac., Ep. ad Heb.). Justin Martyr and St John’s Gospel, 
by Lutbardt. The Feast of the Epiphany. (July—Sept. not forthcoming).—On the 
origin of Genesis, by V. von Strauss. 


Zeitschrift f. d. Alterthumswissenschaft v. Cesar. May 5, 1856. On the Chrono- 
logy and Character of the Works of Praxiteles, by Friedrichs. On Hesychius, by 
Nauck. On the Cloaca Maxima, by Schultz. Archeological Philology, by Schubart. 
On érepos Tocoures, and alter tantus, by Funkhinel. Reviews of Brocker’s Altrom, 
Geschichte, by Gerlach ; of Huschke’s Oskesch. u. Sabell. Sprachdenkmaler, by Stier ; 
of Miiller’s Geographi Greci Minores, by Osann. June 30. On Paleography and 
Criticism, by Schubart. On the three books common to the Nicom. and Eudem. 
Ethics, by Rieckher. On Quintilian, by Meister. On Aleman, Hipponax, Hesychius, 
by M. Schmidt. On the song of the Fratres Arvales, by Bergk. Reviews of Merkel’s 
Apollonius Rhodius, by M. Schmidt; of Miiller’s Geogr. Greci Min., by Osann; of 
Richter, de supinis Latine lingua, by Lentz. Sept. 15. Platonica u. 11. by Wagner. 
On Alceus, by Bergk. On Demosthenes, by Funkhanel. The religious life of the 
Romans, by Zeyss. Hesychius, by M. Schmidt. The Erectheam, by Petersen. Re~ 
views of Usener’s Questiones Anaximenea, by Kayser; of Wiistemann’s promptuarium 
sententiarum, by S.; of Miiller’s translation of Plato, and Wagner's Platon's Theatet, 
Sophist, Staatsman, by Petzold. 


Vou. IIT. December, 1856. | 25 


864 Journal of Philology. 


in Greek art (Article let concluded), by Bursian. On Karsten’ sand Enger’s Agamem=* + 
non, by Rauchenstein. On the Acharnians of Aristophanes, by Klotz. On Caocilins *' ot 
Balbus, by Diintzer. On Plato’s Apol. Socr., by Heffter. On Forbiger’s deutsch. lah ae 
Handworterbuch, by Klotz. On Weissenborn’s Livy, by Queck. Part 9. Four prins} pe 
eiples for the interpretation of Homer, by Ameis. On Bernhardy’s Grundriss des ¥ 
Griech Litteratur, by Susemih]. On the criticism of Demosthenes, by Funkhaend }' = 
On L. Dindorf’s Xenoph. Anabasis, by Vollbrecht. Part 10. The interpretation of #= 
Homer (concluded), by Ameis. On Schwegier’s and Bricker’s Roman Histories, by -“~ 
Bornmann. Philological miscellanies, by Osann. On Plato’s Crito and Apology, by a— 
Wex. On the criticism of Demosthenes, by Funkhaenel. On Tacitus’ Anzals, by 1 
Jansen. On Nonius, &c. by the Editor. Leontius Byzantius, by Hercher. On Harte :— 
mann’s Arrian’s Anabasis, by Vollbrecht. 

Mnemosyne, Tijdschrift voor classicke Litterateur. 1856. Vol. v. pt. 2. Cicero — 
pro Archia ? by J. A. Schneither.— Review of J. B. Kan’s Disputatio antiquaria de 
Ephoris Spartanis, by 8. A. Naber.—Remarks on some passages of Aristoph. Paz, 
by H. G. Hamaker.—On Esch. Suppl. 212, by E. J. Kiehl.—On J. A. Wynne, de 
fade et auctoritate Appiani in Bellis Romanorum civilibus exploratis fontibus, quibus 
usus esse videtur, by J. G. Hulleman.—Varis# Lectiones. Scr. C. G. Cohet.—De No- 
mothetarum in Atheniensium Civitate. Scr. J. Bake.—Fronto et Tacitus, Scr. C. G. 
Cobet. {Who adds to the parallels cited in the Journal of Philology, i. 20, the passage 
of Athenseus there referred to as quoted by Orelli from earlier editors.] Pt. 3, Varie 
Lectiones. Scr. C. G. Cobet.—De modis nuptiarum ineundarum Jure Attico. Ser. 

A. H. G. P. van den Es.—Inscriptio Greca ex Philologo vii. 205. Ser.C.G.C.— + 
Remarks on some passages of Aristoph. Thesmoph., by H. G. Hamaker.—De Paulo f 
qui fertur Claudio. Scr. T. G. Hulleman.—Onosander x. 57. Scr. C. G. Cobet— . 
Subscription of a MS, of Xen. Hellenic. by E. J. Kiehl_—Lectiones Tulliansz. Capnt 4a 
3. Scr. W. G. Pluygers.—Review of A. L. Brugsma’s Specimen inaugurale continens : 
gymnasiorum apud Grecos descriptionem, by E. Mehler. = 

Miinchen Gel. Anz. Vol. 42. Class1. Nos. 1, 2. On Cavedoni’s Biblische Nu- . 
mismatik, iibersetzt von Werlhof, by Creuzer.—Nos. 2—4. On Zumpt’s Comment. Epi- .= 
graph. Vol. ii., by Kayser.—Nos. 5—7. On Sillig’s Pliny, &c.—No® 8,9. On Schoe- 
mann’s Emend. Agam. Zschyl., by Thierech.— Nos, 10—138. On Orelli’s Cicero, ed. 2, 
by Kayser.—Nos. 14, 15. On Vollgraff's Ethnologie, by Warnkinig.—Nos. 15—17. 
On Brugsch’s Grammaire Demotique, by Plath.—No. 17. On L. Stephani’s Ausru- 
hender Herakles, by 8.—Nos. 18—20. On Vollgraff’s Ethnologie, (2nd Article), by Plath. 
—Nos. 23—25. On Dietsch’s Versuch tiber Thukydides, by Thomas.—Class 3. Nos. 4, 
5. On Mommsen’s Romische Geschichte, by Thomas.—Vol. 43. Class 1. Nos. 1,2. 
On Cavedoni's Biblische Numismatik (continued), by Creuzer.—Nos. 4—6. On Kru- 
ger's Geschichte der Assyrier und Iranier, by Spiegel_—Nos. 10—12. On Renan's 
Langues Sémitiques, by Spiegel.—Nos. 183—16. On Bunsen’s Philosophy of Univer- 
sal History, etc., by Plath.—Class 3. Nos. 9—11. On Mommsen’s Romische Ges- 
chichte, by Thomas. 

Philologus (edited since Schneidewin’s death by Ernst von Leutsch). Vol. x. pt.3 
Questiones Messapice, by C. W. Frohner.—On the Syrian palimpsest of the Iliad, by 
W. C. Kayser.—On Eechylus and religious antiquities, by Fr. Wieseler.—Critical 
remarks on Euripides, by F. G. Schéne.—On Libanius and Hesychius, by M. Schmidt. 
—Herodotus’ recitations, by A. Schéll.—On Hesychius, by E. v. Leutsch.—Explana- 
tion of the Epitaphios in Thucyd. ii. 35—46, by H. Krahner.—De reram A2gyptiacarum 
ecriptoribus Grecis ante Alexandrum Magnum, by A. von Gutschmid.—On the in- 
ternal connexion of Hor. Epist. i. 16, by W. H. Kolster.—Babrii, fab. 123, 1; de 
Musei proemio; Joannis Stobei Florilegium ; in Martialis Epigrammata, by Th. 
Reeper.—Rome and the Ramnes, by C. W. Friéhner.—On Herodotus, by C. Abicht.— 
On Xen. Hellen., by Tell. 

Reuter’s Repert. f.d. theol. Litter. Berlin, 1856.—May. On Lichtenstein’s Life of 
our Lord Jesus Christ, by Nigelsbach. On Hilgenfeld’s Origin of the Gospels, Se., by 


Contents of Foreign Journals. 365 


Kietlin. On Noack’s and Meier's Histories of Doctrines, by Sprinkhardt. On Otte’s 
Handbook of mediaval ecclesiastical archaeology, by Pelt.—June. On Elster’s Comm. 
en Ecclesiastes, by Nigelsbach—July. On Braselmann’s Messianic Genealogy, by 
Schultze.—Aug. On Olshausen’s Short exeg. hdbk to the O. T., by Dusterdieck. 
Qn Sartori On the Ep. to the Laod., by Diisterdieck. On Vogel's Ratherius of 
Verona, by Schumann. On various hymnological works, by Surninghausen.—Sept. 
On Gilse’s Disputatio de...Cata'ogo, qui vulgo fragm. Murat. appellatur, by Diister- 
dieck. On the Apocrypha, by Sprinkhardt. 

Rheinisches Museum. Vol. xi. pt. 1. The divisions of the Roman army quartered 
in Britain, by E. Hubner.—Critical gleanings in Alciphron’s Epistles, by K. F. Her- 
mann.—On the tmesis of the preposition from the verb in Greek poets, especially dra- 
matic and lyric poets, by W. Pierson.—Egyptological guesses, by X.—On Inscriptions, 
by Dr v. Velsen.—Contributions to orthoepy and orthography, by W. Schmitzs.—On 
the parodos of the Sept. c. Theb., by R. Enger.—On the Sept. c. Theb., by A. Zo- 
wincki.—On the so-called Fragmentum Censorini, by L. Uhrlichs. Pt. 2. Review of 
Friederichs’ Praziteles und die Niobegruppe, and of his Essay in proof Nationum 
Grecarum diversitaies etiam ad artis statuariea et sculpture discrimina valuisse, by 
H. Brunn.—Archestratus of Gela, by W. Ribbeck.—On the two odes of Sappho, by 
¥. G. Welcker.—On the tmesis of the preposition from the verb, &c. (continued.)—The 
grave of Cyrus; Selecus, by L. Urlichs.—Onomatologicum (Bruttedius and Brutidius); 
lunter-linter, by F. Biicheler.—Contributions to orthography and orthoepy, by W. 

_ &hmitz.—_Homerica in Hesychius, by M. Schmidt.—Contributions to schylean cri- 
| tcism, by A. Lowinski, R. Enger, and F. G. Welcker.—Emendations in Plato, by F. 
W. Wagner.—On Tac. Hist. ii. 8, by L. Urlichs. 

Theo]. Studien u. Kritiken. Hamburg, 1856.—No. 3. The Book of Job and 
Dante's Divine Comedy, by Gust. Baur. What mean the names of the two pillars 
in Solomon’s temple ?, by Graf.—No. 4. The difference of the Westerns and Asia 
Minor on the Paschal feast, by Steitz. On the Pharisaism of Josephus, by Paret. 
On Matt. xxvii. 24, by Heberle. On various works on St John’s writings, by Lechler, 
On Liliencron and Stade’s Songs from the last period of the Minnesingers, by E. Ranke. 


Zeitschr. f. d. ges. Cathol. Theol. Vienna, 1856. Vol. vii. pt. 3. On the Bohemian 
Brethren, by Gindely. On the apostles of the Sclavonians,’ Cyril and Methodius, by 
Ginzel. On the speaking with tongues in the apostolic age, by Maier. On Hefele’s 
Patres Apostolici, by Nolte. 

Zeitschr. f. Protest. u. Kirche. Erlangen, 1856. June. On the history of the 
formation of Holy Scripture (Jac., Ep. ad Heb.). Justin Martyr and St John’s Gospel, 
by Luthardt. The Feast of the Epiphany. (July—Sept. not forthcoming).—On the 
origin of Genesis, by V. von Strauss. 


Zeitschrift f. d. Alterthumswissenschaft v.Cwsar. May 5, 1856. On the Chrono- 
logy and Character of the Works of Praxiteles, by Friedrichs. On Hesychius, by 
Nauck. On the Cloaca Maxima, by Schultz. Archeological Philology, by Schubart. 
On érepor rocourus, and alter tantus, by Funkhinel. Reviews of Brécker’s Altrom, 
Geschichte, by Gerlach ; of Huschke’s Oskesch. u. Sabell. Sprachdenkmaler, by Stier ; 
of Miiller’s Geographi Greci Minores, by Osann. June 30. On Palwography and 
Criticism, by Schubart. On the three books common to the Nicom. and Eudem. 
Ethics, by Rieckher. On Quintilian, by Meister. On Aleman, Hipponax, Hesychius, 
by M. Schmidt. On the song of the Fratres Arvales, by Bergk. Keviews of Merkel’s 
Apollonius Rhodius, by M. Schmidt; of Miiller’s Geogr. Greci Min., by Osann; of 
Richter, de supinis Latine lingue, by Lentz, Sept. 15. Platonica 1. 111. by Wagner. 
On Alceus, by Bergk. On Demosthenes, by Funkhinel. The religious life of the 
Romans, by Zeyss. Hesychius, by M. Schmidt. The Erectheum, by Petersen. Re- 
views of Usener’s Questiones Anaxrimenee, by Kayser; of Wiistemann’s promptuarium 
sententiarum, by S.; of Miiller’s translation of Plato, and Wagner's Platon’s Theatet, 
Sophist, Staatsman, by Petzold. 


Vou. III. December, 1856. | 25 


$64 | Journal of Philology. ss 

f 
in Greek art (Article 1st concluded), by Bursian. On Karsten’ a and Enger’s Aganandion 
non, by Rauchenstein. On the Acharnians of Aristophanes, by Klotz. On C 
Balbus, by Dintzer. On Plato’s Apol. Soer., by Heffter. On Forbiger’s deutsch. 
Handworterbuch, by Kiotz. On Weissenborn’s Livy, by Queck. Part 9. Four 
eiples for the interpretation of Homer, by Ameis. On Bernhardy’s Grundriss 
Griech Litteratur, by Susemih]. On the criticism of Demosthenes, by Funk 
On L. Dindorf’s Xenoph. Anabasis, by Vollbrecht. Part 10. The interpretation a 
Homer (concluded), by Ameis. On Schwegler's and Brécker’s Roman Histories, in = 
Bornmann. Philological miscellanies, by Osann. On Plato’s Crito and Apology, by x= 
Wex. On the criticism of Demosthenes, by Funkhaenel. On Tacitus’ Axnals, byi: 
Jansen. On Nonius, &c. by the Editor. Leontius Byzantius, by Hercher. On Harts w= 
mann’s Arrian’s Anabasis, by Volibrecht. C— 

Mnemosyne, Tijdschrift voor classieke Litterateur. 1856. Vol. v. pt. 2. Ciceré ‘= 
pro Archia? by J. A. Schneither.— Review of J. B. Kan’s Disputatio antiquaria dé +... 
Ephoris Spartanis, by S. A. Naber.—Remarks ou some passages of Aristoph. Pax, _— 
by H. G. Hamaker.—On Esch. Suppl. 212, by E. J. Kiehl.—On J. A. Wynne, de == 

fade et auctoritate Appiani in Bellis Romanorum civilibus exploratis fontibus, quibue — 
usus esse videtur, by J. G. Hulleman.—Varisw Lectiones. Scr. C. G. Cobet.—De No- 
mothetarum in Atheniensium Civitate. Scr. J. Bake.—Fronto et Tacitus, Scr. C. G. 
Cobet. {Who adds to the parallels cited in the Journal of Philology, i. 20, the passage 
of Athenswus there referred to as quoted by Orelli from earlier editors.] Pt. 3, Varie 
Lectiones. Scr. C. G. Cobet.—De modis nuptiarum ineundarum Jure Attico. Ser. 
A. H. G. P. van den Es.—Inscriptio Greca ex Philologo vii. 295. Scr. C. G. C.— 
Remarks on some passages of Aristoph. Thesmoph., by H. G. Hamaker.—De Paulo 
qui fertur Claudio. Scr. T. G. Hulleman.—Onosander x. 57. Scr. C. G. Cobet.— 
Subscription of a MS. of Xen. Hellenic. by E. J. Kiehl.—Lectiones Tullianz. Capnt 
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the parodos of the Sept. c. Theb., by R. Enger.—On the Sept. c. Theb., by A. Zo- 
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in Solomon’s temple ?, by Graf.—No. 4. The difference of the Westerns and Asia 
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Zeitachrift fiir vergleichende Sprachforschung hrsg. von Dr Adalbert Kuhn. Vol. 
v. pt. 4. Etymological fragments, by Pott. [@iditia; Ewaprn; XdpuBers; ‘Padd- 
pavOus; "AAnxres, ’Adpdore:a, Tictpdyn, etc.; Ardoxopot, Ardoxoupor; Poifos, 
0iBn.]—Gothic studies, by Ebel.—On the accent in Latin by Benary—Miscellanea: 
1. vdeti-vitis; 2. buiida. By Spiegel.—Pt. 5. The old names of diseases among the 
Indo-Germans, by A. Pictet.— Gothic studies, by H. Ebel.—ijxros, dv8pwxos, by Th. 
Aufrecht.—Monosyllabic nouns in Greek and Latin, by Leo Meyer.—Review of Za- 
cher’s “ Das gotthische Alphabet Vulphilas und das Runenalphabet,”’ by A. Kuhn.— 
Miscellanea: 1, auriga, 2. ruo, 3. veru,4. vagus. By H. Ebel.—l. gpereghsphurj, aspa- 
ragus. 2. Ilapis, péré. By Spiegel—Greek derivatives from the root of the relative, 
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peritus, ambitus, by Kuhn.—Pt. 6. Old-Italian. 1. The Umbrian conjugation. 2, 
HER. 3. ES andFU. 4. The enclitics—pid, pei, que. 5. pert and per. 6. Suffix -ior 
and -tion. 7. Queries and hints, by Ebel. Denken and sprechen, by Leo.—Review 
of recent philological publications (among others of French [sic] Synonyms of the 
New Testament, p. 441), by Kuhn and Ebel.—Review of Dietrich’s program “De 
Vocalium quibusdam in lingua latina affectionibus, by Corssen.—Miscellanea: cella, 
wadia, hille, by Kuhn.—vulfas, vigas, by Grohmann.—Index of things. Index of 
words. 
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Announcements. 


Of Didot’s Bibliotheca Scriptorum Grecorum the following Vols. are in the 
press. /lianus, Philo Byzantius and Porphyrius, by Hercher; Asopus, Babrius, &c., 
by Diibner; Anthologia Greca, with corrections by Jacobs; Athenzus, new text by 
W. Dindorf, and translation by Bothe; Dionysius Hal., Hist. Rom. by Ritschl ; Opera 
rhetorica, by Sauppe; Julianus, by Diibner; Longinus, by Egger; Oracula Sibyllina, 
by Alexandre; Parcemiographi, by Leutsch; Philosophorum Grecorum Fragmenta, 
by Mullach; Poets lyrici, by Nauck ; Procopius, by Dubeux; Stobeus, by W. Dindorf; 
Theophrastus, by Wimmer.—Dr Tischendorf announces “ Monumenta sacra inedita. 
Vol. ii. Fragmenta Evang. Luce et libri Genesis ex tribus codd. grecis quinti 
sexti octavi seculi, uno palimpsesto ex Libya in Museum Britannicum advecto, altero 
celeberrimo Cottoniano ex flammis erepto, tertio ex Oriente nuperrime Oxon. perlato. 
Addita sunt et novi et vet. Test. fragmenta similia nuperrime in codicum sex anti- 
quissimorum reliquiis inventa.’’ Hinrichs, Leipzig. 4to. 16 Thir.; also “ Bibliotheca 
Patrum manualis, Optimis subsidiis adhibitis edendam curavit Constantinus Tischen- 
dorf.”” (The publishers, Dérfling and Franke, Leipzig, promise that all printed 
collations, &c. shall be used, and in many cases MSS. consulted. The more important 
variations of reading will be noted, and particular attention will be paid to the 
quotations from the Bible. Prolegomena and indices will accompany each volume. 
The series, without altogether excluding Latin authors, will chiefly consist of Greek 
fathers. ]|—-Mr J. M. Kemble announces a revised edition of his “ Codex Diplomaticus 
Evi Saxonici,’’ to be published in two volumes. [See the “‘ Notes and Queries” of Sat- 
Nov. 22.}—Dr Duncan Macpherson announces “ Antiquities of Kertch, and Re- 
searches in the Cimmerian Bosphorus,” to be published by Smith and Elder. 4to. 30s. 
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342; Agamemnon, notes on, 193— 
222. Choéph. v. 615, 196 n. 1. 
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239. 
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Chronicon Paschale, 183. 
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184. 

Comici Greeci, emended, 343 seq. 

Consuls, lists of, 179. 

Corax, 40 seq. See Rhetoric. 

Cremonis jugum, § n. 

Crucifixion, date of the, 165 n. 

Culabo, Cularo, 15. 
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costr. p. 1246, 206 n. 1, 361. 

Diogenes Laert., ix. 25, 264. 

Dio Cassius, xlviii. c. 33, 330, Ix. ¢. 24, 
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vii. p. 291 F.), 200. 
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Erasmus, not ‘‘ Sophronius,” 182 n. 2. 
Etymology, sophistical, 52 seq. 

Evenus of Paros, 258 seq. 

Evéwea, 47. 

Euripides, Phen. v. 1357, 207 n. 
Eusebius, little used by Epiphanius, 
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168 n. I; iv. ¢ 17, 157 n. 1, 158 
seq.; iv. 18, 171. See Jerome. 
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Frontinus, Strateg. i. 389, 5 $10, 357. 
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Garoceli, 16 seq. 
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Gesenius, his Hebr. Lex., translated by 
Robinson, 126. 

Gfrérer on Philo, 119, 232. 
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Gorgias, 65 seq.; his terms of art, 69 
seq. Topyeta pyyara, 75. 
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See Protagoras, Theodectes. 

Greek, Hellenistic, its diffusion, 104 
Beq. 

Grote, H. G., 277 seq. 
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Hadrian, name of Antoninus, 177 n. 1. 

Hannibal’s route, 1—34. 

Hebrew Notes, 137 seq. 

"Hyepwv, 178 n. 

Hesychius, Schmidt’s proposed edition, 
358. 

“Erepos and d\dos, I11 n. 

Hippias, 62 seq. 

Hippolytus, St, vii. c. 28, 175 n. 2. 

Homer, the father of rhetoric, 36 J1. 
xxi. wv. 316 seq., 206. 

OpooxdrapKroy, 71 seq. 

*OpotoréXevroy, 71 seq. 

Hosea vi. v. 5, 139. 

Wore ov, 206. 
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Idatian list of consuls, 179 n. 1. 

Ideler, 328. 

Incidis in Scyllam, &c., 244, 245. ([Cf. 
Notes and Queries, ii. 85, 135, x. 
274.) 

Isaiah viii. wv. 21, 22, 137, 138; ix. ». 
2, 138; xxvi. vw. 15, 138; lxiii. wv. 8, 
9, 139. 

“Toa \éyew, 70 8eq. 

Isocrates, emended, 342; Panegyr. § 42, 
68; § 45, 258 n. 
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James, St, i. v. 17, 112, 113. 

Jerome, St, his version of Euseb. Chron. 

. 169, 1, 188; his notice of Justin taken 
from Eusebius, 172—174; Sophro- 
nius’ version of his De Viris Ilustr., 
182, ; 

Job x. v. 18, 140. 

Joel ii. v. 20, 140. 

John, St, Apoc. v. v. 7, 96 n. 

Joshua xix. v. 34, 141 seq., 144. 

Jowett, Prof., his edition of Thess. 1 
11., Gal., Rom. 85 seq. ; his text, 88 
seq.; his opinion as to St Paul's 
change of doctrine, 99 n.; on the 
vagueness of St Paul’s language, 102 
seq.; his Essays, 117 seq. 

Judah upon Jordan, 141 seq. 

Julian Calendar, 327 seq. 

Justin Martyr, his date, 155 seq. his 
shorter apology, addressed to the em- 
peror, 157; MSS. of 162, his first 
apology, A.D. 146, his death a.D. 148, 

19%. Apol. i. ¢. 1. 159 n., 162 seq. 
c. 26, 166; c. 30, 227; ¢. 31, 226. ¢. 
46, 165 seq. Apol. ii. c. 1, 157 seq. 
c. 3, wrongly transposed, 167 n. 2. 
Dial. c. 1. 227. 


K. 
Kal ras, 212 seq. 


L. . 
Licymnius, the rhetorician, 254 seq. 
Liddell, Dr, Hist. Rome, 332, 333. 
Limes, meaning of the word, 350—358. 
Livy, xxii. c. 18, 355. 
Locus, locus communis, 4 n. 


Index. 


Lollius, see Urbicus. 

Lucian, emended, 343. 

Luke, St, a native of Antioch, 9§; his 
Gospel, iv. v. 29, 106 n. ix. ¥. 10, 
149. 

Lutteroth, M., La Jour de la Prépara- 
tion, 241. 


M. 


Macrobius, Saturnalia, i. c. 
seq. 

Manasseh, the inheritance of, 142 seq. 

Marcion, his Canon, 289 n. I. 

Mark vi. v. 45, 149; xX. v. I, 145 nD. 

Matt. xix. v. I, 144 0. 2. 

M7 with partic. in N. T, 106 n. 

Meyer, Aristoteles Thierkunde, 243. 


Mop¢%} poppwors and oxfjua, 113 86q., 
I2I. 


13, 327 


N. 


Nahum ii. v. 3, 140. 

Naphtali, its eastern boundary, 141 seq. 
Numbers xxxii. v. 39, 141. 

Nov, 226 seq. 

Nundines, 327 seq. 


0. 


Ocelum, 23. 
*OpOoérea, 47 seq. 


P. 


Peean followed libations, 199. 

Tlapackev?, 241. 

Tlapihxnows, 71 seq. 

IIdpica, raplowors, 70 seq. 

Tlapépowwors, 71 seq. 

Tlapovoyacla, 71 seq. 

Paterculus, ii. c. 120, 356. 

Paul, St, his life a.D. 56, 57, 299 seq. ; 
recent editions of his Epistles, 81 seq.; 
his spiritual growth, 99 n.; the sup- 
posed vagueness of his language, 102 
seq.; his knowledge of Greek, 107 
seq. Epistle to the Galatians, its 
date, style and character, 289 seq. 
Epistles arranged in four classes, 295. 
Doctrinal sequence in them, 296 seq. 
1 Cor. vii. v. 32 seq., 88, 89. xvi. v.1, 
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293, 326. 2 Cor. ii. v.13, 96n. v.». 
16, 99, 100. vii. v. 5, 97n. xi. 4,112 n. 
‘xi, wv. 21—23, 306. Gal. i. v. 2, 
326; v. 6, 293; w. 6, 7, III; v. 10, 
322, 323. il. vw I, 290. ii, we. 
3,4, 85 n. I; v. 10, 327. ii. v. 16, 


314. iv. wv. 13—16, 292. v. wv. 9 
seq. 303. Vv. v. I1, 100 D., 321, 
322, 323. V.% 13, 107n. vi. % I, 


317; vv. 6—10, 326. vi. v. 11, 321. 
vi. v. 17, 322, 323. Philipp. ii. vv. 
6 and 7, 114. iii. wv. 3—8, 306. iii. 
v. 12, 230; ili. vy. 21, 118. Rom. iii. 
v% 3, 107 n. iil. v. 20, 314. iv. 
19,106n. xii.v. 2,1138eq. 1 Thess. 
ili. vv. I, 2, 100. 

Pecock, Reynold, 242. 

Perfect, the Greek, in N. T., 96 n., and 
aorist, 223 seq. 

Pericles, his eloquence, 36, 37. 

Philo, his distinction between déua or 
déots and Swpnua, 113: Mr Jowett 
and Gfrérer on, 119 seq. ; 230 seq. ; 
on the number seven, 230—235. De 
Mundi Creatione, ibid. 

Phot. Biblioth. Cod. 125 borrowed from 
Sophronius, 181 seq. 

Plato, Phedr. p. 261 C. D., 263; p. 
267 A, 45, 259; p. 267 B, 253. Cra- 
tylus, 53; Sympos. p. 197 C seq., 68; 
Menex. p. 236 E, 71; Gorgias, p. 448 
C, 254. 

Plautus, Pen. iii. 3. v. 18, 353. 

TIhcoveéla in N. T.-97, 98. 

Plutarch, emended, 346 seq. 

Polus, the sophist, 253 seq. 

Polycrates, the rhetorician, 281 seq. 

Pompey’s route across the Alps, 20 n. 

Preefectus urbi, Greek equivalents for, 
177 0. 2. 

Prodicus, 56 seq. 

Protagoras 37 ; hisloci communes, 41 n.; 
his grammatical works, 48 seq.; he 
did not distinguish the moods and 
tenses, 50 n. 2. 


IIpérepov, 76, 292. 


Q. 


Quintilian, i. 4 § 18, 262, 263; iii. 1 § | 
To, 265. 
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R. 

Rhetores Greci, ed. Spengel, 360. 

Rhetoric, sophistical, 34 sey., 253 seq. ; 
Origin of rhetoric, 36 seq. Honier, 
36; Empedocles 38, 39; Corax 39 
seq.; his fivefold division of a speech, 
40; his treatment of 7d elxés, 41 8eq. ; 
Tisias, 45—47; study of grammar, 
47 seq. Greek and Sicilian schools 
of rhetoric, ibid.; etymology, 52 seq. 
Protagoras, 47 seq.; Prodicus, 56 
seq.; Hippias, 62 seq. Gorgias, 65 
seq.; his terms of art, 69 seq. 

Rittershusius, his edition of Salvianus, 
348. 

Rome, the Capitol, 338 seq. 

Romuleus mons, 7 n. 1. . 

Rufinus, his version of Eusebius, 187. 

Rusticus, the jryeudv, 176 seq. 


8. 


Salvianus, his use of admodum, 348. 


seq. 
Zxetn, 48, 49. 
ZxXijua and poppy}, 113 seq., 121. 
Scingomachus, 21 n. 
Semisch, 156 n. 1, 165 n. 1. 
Seneca, De Benef. i. c. 14, 353 0. 
Sepulchre, the Holy, 122, 123. 
Sicily, the birthplace of rhetoric, 38 


seq. 

Smith, Dr, Dict. Ant. s. v. Calendarium, 
330 n. 

Sophistical rhetoric, 34 
seq. 

Sophists’ services to grammar, 47 seq. ; 
criticism of poets, 52 seq.; distinc- 
tion of synonyms, 55 seq. 

Sophocles, 4j. v. 798, 207; v. 871, 209; 
Electr. 780, 207. Gd. R. v. 1395, 
210. Fragm. ap. Stobd. liv. 3, 258 n. 

Stanley, Mr, his edition of Cor. 1. II, 
85 seq., 223 n. 1; his text, 88 seq.; 


8eq., 253 
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his account of MSS., go seq.; on 
dydan, 92, 93. 
Statius, Silve, iv.-3. v. 41, 356 n. 
Suidas, ed. Bernhardy, 359, 360. 
Duvaxpdgw, 175 n. 
Syrionyms, distinction of, 55 seq. 
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Tacitus, Annals, i. 50, 350 seq.; ii. ¢. 
”, 354; Germ., ibid.; Hist. iii. ce. 
3I—25, 354 seq.; ¢. 71, 338. 

Tatian, Orat. ad Greece. c. 19, 168. Epi- 
phanius’ account of, 174 seq. 

Térccos dpOuds, 231. 

Theodectes of Phaselis, 260 seq. 

Theodorus of Byzantium, 284 seq. 

Thrasymachus, 268 seq. 

Thucydides i. c. 138, 263 n.; ii. c. 44, 
iv. c. 61, 70; cf. 72, 73 n.; ili. c. 18, 
106 n.; c. 82, 268, 269. 

Tisias, 42—47. 

Téros, xowds TOwos, 41 0. 

Tricorii, 13 n. 


U. 


Ullmann’s Reformers before the Refor- 
mation, 242. 

Urbicus [Q. Lollius, pre@fectus Urbis!], 
his cruelty complained of by Justin 
Martyr, 157 seq. 


V. 


Verus, L., 159 seq., his father Alius 
Verus, 160, 163. 

Virg. G. i. v. 126, din. xii. v. 898, 
352 0. 

Volkmar on Justin Martyr, 155 seq. 


W. 


Westcott, B. F., his History of the 
Canon of the N. T., 124 seq. 
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